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INTRODUCTION 
Grading has been an issue in education for many years and presently 
stands among the persistent problems seeking an adequate solution. In more 
recent years along with the increased emphasis on grades have come more 
forceful challenges against traditional grading practices. Educational 
institutions are responding to the challenges by experimenting with differ­
ent grading systems and modifying their grading practices. Permanent 
change seems to be instituted slowly because of the many problems that 
arise and the many questions that must be answered. 
In modifying their grading practices, some institutions are experi­
menting with pass-fail, the variation in grading most commonly used by col­
leges (Brick & McGrath, 1969, p. 77) or pass-no record system along with 
the traditional system of grading. There are many questions that are dif--
ficult to answer. One such question is should grades be based solely on 
either achievement, effort, or progress, or a combination of the three and 
to what degree. Other questions which have not been answered conclusively 
by research include what are the motivational effects of pass-fail grading 
when contrasted with regular grades, and what will be the effects of a dual 
grading system on grade point averages. 
To further emphasize the complexity in implementing a pass-fail grad­
ing system along with the regular system of grading, Stailings. Smock, and 
Leslie (1968, p. 179) outlined many questions which require administrative 
decisions such as should instructors be notified as to which students are 
enrolled on a pass-fail basis? Should the pass-fail option be restricted 
to certain groups? Should only "good" students be allowed to elect a pass-
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fail option? How many hours per semester and in total should a student be 
allowed to take on a pass-fail basis? Should a "fail" be considered in the 
computation of grade point averages? How is the pass fail system to be 
articulated with grade point average? For example, what effects will pass-
fail grades have upon the continuation of scholarships or athletic eligi­
bility or admission to graduate school? Should the pass-fail option be 
extended to required courses? Should the student be able to take some work 
in his minor field for pass-fail? Research has not provided conclusive 
evidence to answer these questions. 
Regardless of the many problems to be solved and questions to be 
answered, the need to investigate and institute a more meaningful system of 
grading is evidenced from a survey conducted by the American Council on 
Education which found that 44 percent of entering freshmen favored abolish­
ing grades (Feldmesser, 1972, p. 66). The need for some type of grading 
system is noted in the remark by Spray (1969) that school marks serve pre-
cedented and socially evolved purposes in our complex society, but they are 
characterized by meaningless symbols and inconsistencies (p. 339). Becker, 
Greer, and Hughes (1968, p. 138) concluded from their analysis of the grade 
point average perspective that the chief obstacle to a more scholarly 
approach by students to their academic studies is their belief that they 
must give first priority to the pursuit of grades. Further evidence for 
the need of varying grading practices is given by Stailings and Leslie 
(1970, p. 66) in their quote from a report by a Hazen Foundation Committee 
which recommended that competition in all colleges should be reduced, and 
the student should be permitted to settle for a pass-fail alternative if he 
so desires. 
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With only slight extrapolation from the responses of 424, 2,298, and 
1,138 students at the University of Tennessee, University of Illinois, 
University of Illinois (Chicago Circle), respectively, Stallings and Leslie 
(1970) wrote the following hypothetical description of the typical under­
graduate in terms of his attitudes toward grades and grading practices; 
The undergraduate perceives grades as that proverbial sword 
hanging over his head which forces him to study content he other­
wise might not study. The power of "the grade" is strong enough 
to restrict his studying to material which he anticipates will be 
on tests. In most cases this material is factual, regardless of 
the level of instructor's objectives. If he should happen to 
stray from factual material and become somewhat imaginative, the 
student expects his efforts to go unrewarded, perhaps even pun­
ished; only the study of facts and conformity to the instructor's 
views and opinions are rewarded. Once a grade is received, it is 
not perceived as feedback or as a very accurate indication of 
that which was learned. Pressure mounts and can lead to cheat­
ing. Cheating is perceived as a side-effect behavior, partly 
attributable to the pressure to attain high grades (p. 67). 
The negative effects of grading are also felt by student teachers and 
the supervisors responsible for grading them even though the student teach­
ing experience is different in many ways from regular college courses. One 
of the major problems in the student teaching program is that of awarding a 
final letter grade because the grade has different meanings to different 
people. In discussing the meaning of grading, Bennie (1972) said 
It may mean a description of the student teacher's potential; it 
may indicate his ability at the completion of student teaching; 
it may reflect his growth during the period of student teaching; 
or it may, unfortunately, reflect the subjective judgment of the 
supervisor or cooperating teacher as to how the student teacher 
compares with other student teachers. Regardless of the criteria 
claimed, the final judgment of the letter grade involves a deci­
sion that is purely subjective in nature and that has all the 
weaknesses and probably all the invalidity of grading at its 
worst (p. 103). 
Educators have been aware of the concerns about grading in the student 
teaching experience for quite a while but there are indications that little 
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has been done to provide a more meaningful system of grading. Johnson 
(1968a) concluded from a national survey of teacher education institutions 
based on responses from 847 institutions: 
that the preponderance of institutions still use the tradi­
tional letter grade in student teaching—82% to be exact. Six 
per cent use pass-fail, 8% use satisfactory-unsatisfactory, and 
4% use some other grading system. If one takes the position that 
a pass-fail or satisfactory-unsatisfactory grading system is 
preferable for student teaching (and many people in student 
teaching work do—at least on the verbal level) then this conclu­
sion is not an encouraging one (p. 67). 
A slowly increasing number of institutions are conducting surveys to 
determine grading practices at other teacher education institutions and 
experimenting with different grading systems to help decide whether it is 
feasible to change their traditional system of grading student teaching. 
Of the institutions that have changed to pass-fail or a similar system of 
grading, the number considering a reversal is minimal. Bennie (1972) said 
that this change to pass-fail or satisfactory-unsatisfactory marks is the 
result of many factors and further stated that: 
In essence, however, it stems from the fact that so many vari­
ables are involved in the complexities of student teaching that 
the process of narrowing them down to a single valid letter grade 
is impossible to defend. The uniqueness of the assignment situa­
tions, the differing personalities, the amount of freedom 
involved, the levels of teaching, and the differing standards of 
the supervisory personnel all influence the letter grade so much 
that any standardization of grades is impossible. As a result, 
grades in student teaching actually do not discriminate or dif­
ferentiate among student teachers in any reliable or meaningful 
manner (p. 109). 
The concern about the high letter grades awarded for student teaching 
has motivated educators to consider alternative methods of grading. About 
76 percent of Missouri superintendents who responded to a survey felt that 
in the colleges that gave letter grades for student teaching a majority gave 
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mostly A's and B's, and about 75 percent felt that the letter grade a stu­
dent received from student teaching does not Indicate his future success as 
a teacher (Aven & Breazler, 1969, p. 47). 
The concern for the large number of high grades awarded for student 
teaching was evidenced by the home economics education staff at Iowa State 
University when a survey of student teaching grades awarded to 179 home 
economic education students between fall quarter, 1968, and winter quarter, 
1970, indicated that 67 percent, 31 percent, and 2 percent of the grades 
were A, B, and C, respectively (Home Economics Education Department, 1970). 
This finding is similar to findings from other institutions (Schooler, 
1967, p. 64; Mumford, Emerson, & Ferrante, 1968, p. 5; Allee, 1968, p. 5; 
Meyer & Quick, 1970, p. 11) and has caused educators to doubt the effec­
tiveness of the traditional letter grade in expressing the results of the 
student teaching experience. 
From the many concerns for a more effective way of evaluating student 
teaching, an interest in the present research and that of Clawson (1973) 
was generated. A need for change was recognized by the student teaching 
staff in home economics education at Iowa State University, but evidence 
was needed to support the direction in which to go. 
Grading and evaluation in student teaching are complex issues because 
there are many factors to be considered in evaluating the total experience 
and in determining the final grade. Further complicating the evaluation of 
teaching is the lack of conclusive criteria and methods for measuring 
teacher effectiveness. Melby and Ward (1963) cautioned that: 
The teacher's knowledge of subjects and specific instructional 
activities is less potent than is the impact of the teacher as a 
person. It is not alone what the teacher knows but what the 
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teacher is that counts— There is no specific set of skills, 
there is no single technique, there is no particular piece of 
equipment that will solve the problem. Teacher education faces 
the task of providing the teacher with the kinds of experiences 
that will help him develop fully as an individual being; he must 
be all that he is capable of becoming in social understanding, in 
human sympathy, in his relationships to his fellow man, in his 
awareness of human tragedy, in his estimate of human potential, 
and in his inspirational quality of helping people grow into the 
fullness of their potentialities (p. 14). 
If the purpose of evaluation in student teaching is to promote profes­
sional growth, then it should be done cooperatively by the individuals 
involved. One of the basic means in facilitating the cooperating evalua­
tion of the student teaching experience is the supervisory conference. 
Educators agree that the supervisory conference is important in promoting 
growth in student teaching (Telfer & Sleeper, 1969; Lowe & Nothern, 1963), 
however, research dealing with supervisory conferences does not reflect the 
importance accorded to it (Cooper, 1964; Michalak, 1968; Bryan, 1970). The 
significance of the present research was determined from the concerns about 
grading the student teaching experience, the emphasis put on the supervi­
sory conference in facilitating the evaluation of student teaching, and the 
lack of research concerning the supervisory conference in student teaching 
under two grading systems at the present time. 
Purposes of the Study 
The major purpose of the study was to determine if two grading systems, 
satisfactory-fail (S-F) and A,B,C,D,F (A-F) affected conferences between 
student teachers and cooperating teachers. Specific objectives were to 
determine of verbal interaction of student teachers and cooperating teach-
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ers during conferences differed under two grading systems and over time; 
to determine of conference content differed under two grading systems and 
over time; to identify conference characteristics perceived important by 
cooperating teachers and student teachers; and to select" or construct 
instruments for collecting and analyzing data. 
Definition of Terms 
Since the terminology used in student teaching is so diversified and 
practices differ among institutions, definitions for several terms have 
been accepted for this study. In studies reviewed, other definitions may 
be implied. 
Student teaching 
A period of guided teaching when a college student assumes 
increasing responsibility for directing the learning of a group 
or groups of learners over a period of consecutive weeks 
(Andrews, 1964, p. 9). 
Student teacher 
A college student who is engaged in an assigned student-
teaching experience—(Andrews, 1964, p. 10). 
Cooperating teacher 
A teacher of school pupils who also directs the work of a 
student teacher with these same pupils (Andrews, 1964, p. 10). 
This is also the definition for supervising teacher. 
College supervisor 
A regular college staff member who supervises the activities of stu­
dent teachers in cooperation with the cooperating teacher. 
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Grading system 
A means by which a final grade describing the performance of the stu­
dent teacher is awarded. 
Supervisory conference 
The one-to-one, face-to-face relationship between the student teacher 
and the cooperating teacher to promote professional growth and evaluate the 
student teaching experience. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Few studies have focused on the effects of different grading systems 
in student teaching. Even though research in assessing the effects of dif­
ferent grading systems on college students in college courses is somewhat 
more prevalent, findings have been inconclusive. No studies were found 
assessing the effects of different grading systems on the supervisory con­
ference between the cooperating teacher and student teacher. Therefore, 
the review of literature has been limited to studies dealing with the rela­
tionship between college grades and teaching, the effects of grading in 
student teaching, the effects of grading in the supervisory conference, the 
supervisory conference, and the Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher 
Interaction. 
The Relationship between College Grades and Teaching 
In a review of the literature to determine the relationship between 
college grades and adult achievement, Hoyt (1965) examined 46 studies 
grouped into one of eight categories: business, teaching, engineering, 
medicine, scientific research, miscellaneous occupations, studies of emi­
nence, and non-vocational accomplishments. In summarizing the 12 studies 
reviewed in teaching, he concluded that: 
Although teaching effectiveness has been studied more frequently 
than has success in other areas, adequate specification and meas­
urement of criteria remain a central problem. Clearly the solu­
tion of this problem will require the collection of many types of 
evaluative data. Hopefully there will be less future stress on 
"over-all effectiveness" and more efforts to measure performance 
in relatively specific terms, as well as maximum use of various 
sources of judgments—supervisors and peers in addition to 
pupils (p. 20). 
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He further stated that in the few examples from past research which indi­
cated a relationship between grades and a measure of teaching success, the 
relationships were generally not very high. 
Effects of Grading in Student Teaching 
Mathias 
In an effort to develop a more precise and meaningful evaluative 
instrument to be used for summarizing performance of student teachers at or 
near the termination of the student teaching experience, Mathias (1966) 
compiled a list of 206 descriptive terms used in the evaluation of student 
teachers from the student teacher evaluation forms of 317 teacher prepara­
tion institutions accredited by the National Council for the Accreditation 
of Teacher Education (NCATE). The 206 terms in the form of a questionnaire 
along with four questions relating to the evaluation process were sent to 
176 hiring officials who had hired teachers through the Colorado State 
Placement Bureau during the 1964-1965 school year. One hundred thirty, 
74 percent, of the respondents returned questionnaires numerically rating 
each term according to a given, defined scale and responses to the four 
questions. 
Of the 29 terms considered of greatest value by the hiring officials, 
only 12 terms considered of greatest value by the NCATE accredited institua 
tions were included. The ranking of these terms was tested for correlation 
by the use of the Spearman-Rho correlation formula. No significant cor-
lation was found to exist between the two rankings. 
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of the hiring officials who participated in the study, 96.9 percent 
wanted a short summary paragraph appraising the student teacher as a "whole 
person and teacher" included in the evaluation. A total of about 68.5 per­
cent of the hiring officials indicated that the letter grade was not vital 
to making a final hiring decision. 
Dropkin and Castiglione 
In 1967 the Innovations in Credentials Committee of the Association 
for School College and University Staffing (ASCUS) sought opinions of pub­
lic school teaching personnel recruiters concerning the relative usefulness 
of items found in various sets of credentials. A survey was designed to 
elicit information concerning the rating of items and to investigate two 
possible influences on the ratings (Dropkin & Castiglione, 1969, p. 474). 
From sets of teacher placement credentials requested from ASCUS mem­
bers, a preliminary questionnaire comprised of separate lists of items for 
experienced and inexperienced teachers was sent to 25 systems for criticism. 
The final questionnaire contained 20 items concerning inexperienced teach­
ers and 22 concerning experienced teachers. Five hundred twenty-five 
copies of the revised questionnaire asking respondents to rate the useful­
ness of each item on a five-point scale were sent to 21 colleges throughout 
the United States. Of the 377 questionnaires returned, 319 contained com­
plete data and were used in tabulating the findings. Of the 20 items 
ranked for inexperienced teachers, the first three dealt with information 
and evaluation concerning student teaching (p. 476). Those three items 
were letter of reference from cooperating classroom teacher, letter of 
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reference from student teaching supervisor (college supervisor), and stu­
dent teaching location and type. 
The third ranked item, undergraduate transcript with grades, exceeds 
the fourth ranked item, list of graduate courses with grades, by 22 per­
centage points. Grade point average was ranked 12th. In a discussion of 
the information for both inexperienced teachers and experienced teachers, 
the authors say that the highest ranking cluster of items (1 to 5) concerns 
reports of the candidate's most recent observed teaching behavior and the 
conditions under which that behavior was exhibited (Dropkin & Castiglione, 
1969, p. 476). 
Breazier and Aven 
In a survey of student teachers at Tarkio College in Missouri, 
Breazier and Aven (1969) received 43 responses, 78 percent, from a sample 
of 55 students who graduated between 1966 and 1968. The purpose of the 
survey was to find out how former student teachers rated the use of pass-
fail credit instead of a letter grade for student teaching. The pass-fail 
credit and a written evaluation for student teaching began at Tarkio during 
the 1965-1966 school year. 
Sixty percent of the respondents preferred pass-fail to a letter grade 
both as a student teacher and as a practicing teacher. Thirty-five percent 
said knowing they would receive pass-fail credit reduced the anxiety of 
student teaching, and 44 percent said that pass-fail allowed them to under­
take meaningful activities rather than activities designed to impress the 
college supervisor or cooperating teacher. Only one graduate reported that 
lack of a letter grade presented a problem in obtaining a job. 
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In responding to open-ended items, the graduates expressed their opin­
ions about the values of pass or fail credit rather than a letter grade for 
student teaching. Nine respondents indicated that pass-fail grading 
allowed the student teacher to work for the learning value of the experi­
ence rather than for a grade; seven said that pass-fail reduced the pres­
sure and anxiety of student teaching; four responded that letter grades 
really cannot evaluate a student teacher adequately; and one graduate each 
indicated that the below average student is given the benefit of the doubt, 
and a more complete evaluation can be obtained by use of pass-fail credit. 
Of the nine graduates who responded negatively, five answered "none" to the 
open-ended items asking opinions about the value of pass-fail grading for 
student teaching; two said a letter grade is a more specific evaluation; 
one said that it is easier for the cooperating teacher; and another 
responded that a stronger evaluation program is needed for a pass or fail 
credit (p. 12). 
Ryan 
One of the reasons given for continuing the practice of letter grades 
for student teaching is to assist superintendents in the selection of 
beginning teachers. Ryan (1969) investigated the importance superinten­
dents placed on the grade received in student teaching. He was also inter­
ested in determining the information superintendents considered most impor­
tant when considering a prospective teacher for a position in the school 
system (pp. 19-20). 
A letter was sent to all superintendents in Kentucky with an enclosed 
postcard on ^ich six sources of information made available to employers 
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were listed. Superintendents were instructed to rank in order of impor­
tance the following six items; grade received in student teaching, super­
vising teacher's rating scale, supervising teacher's written recommenda­
tion, faculty recommendation, overall grade average, and personal inter­
view. 
From the responses of 157 superintendents, the personal interview and 
the recommendation of the supervising teacher were the most important means 
of securing information about prospective teachers. Student teaching 
grades were less influential in the securing of teaching positions than the 
other sources included in the ranking (Ryan, 1969, p. 20). 
Aven and Breazier 
To get the views of Missouri school superintendents to the pass-fail 
credit for student teaching, inquiries were sent to 200 randomly selected 
school superintendents (Aven & Breazier, 1969). From the 123 who 
responded, 81 percent agreed that written evaluation of the college super­
visor provided enough pertinent information that a letter grade seemed 
unnecessary. The respondents, 98.4 percent, indicated that if they had one 
applicant who received pass credit for student teaching and the other had 
received a letter grade, they would judge both students on their creden­
tials and a personal interview and choose the one that seemed best suited 
for the position. Only 1.6 percent responded that they would automatically 
eliminate the person with pass credit. 
About 69 percent of the superintendents responded that pass credit and 
a written evaluation were more valuable or as valuable as a letter grade 
with a written evaluation. Eighty-five percent agreed that the written 
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evaluation of the student teacher's performance provided by Tarkio College 
contained adequate information. 
Meyer and Quick 
In 1961 a concern for a better way to evaluate student teachers 
prompted educators at Central Michigan University to conduct a survey to 
obtain some insight into the evaluation procedures ^t other institutions 
(Meyer & Quick, 1970, p. 11). Of the 24 teacher education institutions 
responding to the survey, 14 reported the use of a letter grade system, and 
ten indicated the use of a credit-no credit type of evaluation. Six of the 
respondents that reported use of the letter grade indicated dissatisfaction 
with that policy and mentioned interest in adopting a credit-no credit type 
of system. The institutions that had changed to a credit-no credit system 
contemplated no return to the letter grade method (p. 11). 
It was in 1964 that Central Michigan University made the decision to 
consider seriously a change from the letter grade to a credit-no credit 
method. Several types of information were gathered to provide evidence 
that a change was desirable. From a systematic sampling of all school 
superintendents in Michigan, 50 percent of the respondents indicated that 
the grading system was an immaterial factor to them; 12 percent favored the 
credit-no credit system. Many of the respondents commented that the letter 
grade was much less significant than the narrative report or list of evalu­
ation criteria upon which the student was rated (Meyer & Quick, p. 12). 
A survey instrument was administered to 771 students from three dif­
ferent groups: those enrolled in student teaching, those who had completed 
student teaching, and those who would be student teaching in the future. 
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Four hundred one favored the letter grade system, and 370 favored the 
credit-no credit method. Those who had completed student teaching and were 
still student teaching heavily favored the letter grade system. Those who 
had student teaching to do preferred the credit-no credit system (Meyer & 
Quick, p. 12). 
To determine how the credit-no credit system of grading would change 
the student's point average, computerized data were gathered. In general 
students would have a slightly lower point average if letter grades were 
not given for student teaching, and the grade point averages of 57 percent 
of the honor graduates would be unaffected by a no grade system in student 
teaching. There were no changes in honor status for any student that would 
graduate magna cum laude or summa cum laude (Meyer & Quick, p. 12). On the 
basis of all information collected, it was proposed to the faculty senate 
of Central Michigan University that an evaluation system of credit-no 
credit replace the letter grade method for all student teaching experiences. 
Permission was granted for a three-year trial. 
In 1969 a revised study was undertaken by the Student Teaching Divi­
sion to determine if a supportive case could be made to place the credit-
no credit system on a permanent basis at Central Michigan University. The 
survey involved students, supervising teachers, and administrators. 
Results of the survey indicated a dramatic change in the total summary of 
student opinions. No differences were noted in preferences between those 
who had completed or were doing student teaching and those who still had 
this experience before them. Of the 1,021 respondents, 766, 75 percent, 
favored the credit-no credit method of evaluation with 18 percent prefer­
ring a letter grade and seven percent showing no preference (p. 13). 
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A few students felt greater motivation to do a good job if letter 
grades were awarded for student teaching. However, the observations that 
the credit-no credit method removed anxiety from the experience and that 
students felt more free to assert themselves in trying their own ideas and 
less obligation to imitate their teacher in order to obtain a grade were 
predominant. 
Many of the supervising teachers who were included in the survey had 
evaluated student teachers under both grading systems. Three hundred 
fifty-six, 83 percent, of the 429 supervising teachers returning the survey 
instrument preferred continuation of the credit-no credit procedures 
whereas 73, 17 percent, desired a return to letter grades. Many supervis­
ing teachers observed that the absence of a grade created a much better 
rapport with the student teacher (Meyer & Quick, p. 14). 
Responses of 133 school administrators indicated 70 percent favored 
the credit-no credit system, 8 percent had no preference of one system over 
another, and 15 percent saw value in having a letter grade submitted for 
the student teaching experience. The administrators were particularly 
interested in having a clearly written narrative evaluation depicting the 
student's strengths and weaknesses. 
A summary of the data received from a letter of inquiry to 12 major 
teacher education institutions indicated that eight institutions were pres­
ently using credit-no credit or a similar system with no intentions of 
returning to a letter grade policy, and four institutions were using a let­
ter grade system. The provision for narrative reports and a carefully con­
ceived rating scale was stressed by all institutions that had changed to a 
non-grading system (Meyer & Quick, p. 14). 
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Aven, Walter, and Chrisp 
Even though few grades of "C" or below are assigned in student teach­
ing, Aven, Walter, and Chrisp (1971, p. 136) were interested in determining 
what happened to student teachers who were considered marginal. They stud­
ied marginal Youngstown University student teachers who had completed stu­
dent teaching during the academic years of 1963 and 1964. A marginal stu­
dent teacher was one who had received a rating of "C" or lower from his 
cooperating teacher in three or more of the following areas: dependability, 
attitude toward supervision, mastery of subject matter, understanding of 
children, skill in teaching techniques, and classroom control. 
Marginal student teachers were identified by rating forms from cooper­
ating teachers. After contacting each student teacher by use of a ques­
tionnaire asking each of them to indicate whether he was employed as a 
teacher and if so the name and location of his school, a letter was sent to 
the principal of the school asking him to rate the graduate, using an "A" 
through "F" scale in the stated areas. Ratings forms from both cooperating 
teachers and principals were available for 234 graduates. Of this number, 
37, 6 percent, were "marginal." As rated by the principals, 25 or 67.4 
percent of the "marginal" student teachers were considered successful 
teachers; 3, 8.3 percent, received lower ratings from their principals than 
from their cooperating teachers; and 9, 24.3 percent, had left teaching 
(p. 136). 
Brittingham and Taylor 
Brittingham and Taylor (1972, p. 1) analyzed and reported data in 
determining whether there was any difference in student teacher achievement 
19 
under satisfactory-fail as opposed to the five-point grading system and to 
determine whether there was any difference in student teacher preference for 
the satisfactory-fail system as opposed to a five-point system. The poten­
tial subjects were 76 elementary education students at Iowa State University 
who did their student teaching fall quarter, 1971. Fifteen student teachers 
did not volunteer to participate in the project, and one student teacher 
did not complete the student teaching experience. The 60 students who com­
pleted their student teaching as a part of the study were randomly divided 
into two groups. Group 1 was evaluated on a graded system (A = 4.0) the 
first half of their student teaching experience and by a satisfactory-fail 
system the second half. For Group 2, the procedure was just the opposite. 
Data collected included several evaluation paragraphs written by the 
cooperating teacher and college supervisor for each student teacher, grades 
earned in student teaching, all-college grade point average before fall 
quarter, 1971, for each student teacher, and an opinionnaire designed to 
measure preference for satisfactory-fail or letter grade evaluation of stu­
dent teaching-
The data from the recommendations were quantitified in six areas by 
graduate students, college supervisors, and cooperating teachers. Reli­
ability coefficients for the six areas ranged from .27 to .91 for graduate 
student raters and from .31 to .88 for college supervisors and cooperating 
teachers (p. 6). 
From an analysis of the data, the investigators concluded that there 
were no consistent differences in student teacher performance under satis­
factory-fail or letter grade evaluation as judged by university supervisors 
or cooperating teachers when rated by the rating scale used. The best 
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single predictor of letter grade in student teaching is the area of per­
sonal qualities as judged by the cooperating teacher. Fifty percent of the 
student teachers preferred being evaluated by the satisfactory-fail method, 
8.3 percent preferred a letter grade, 5 percent indicated neither system, 
and 37.7 percent marked "both," probably indicating no preference (p. 20). 
The investigators cautioned that the conclusions drawn should be con­
sidered in light of the following limitations; 20 percent (15) of the 
total population chose not to participate; reliability of the written para­
graphs was low in some cases; neither group of student teachers taught the 
entire quarter under either grading system; the number of independent vari­
ables was relatively large in comparison to the total number of subjects in 
the study; personality differences of cooperating teachers along with other 
confounding variables may have been factors in data reported by cooperating 
teachers; and 50 out of 60 student teachers received a grade of A or B 
(pp. 18-20). 
Clawson 
The overall objective in the study by Clawson (1973) was to examine the 
student teaching experience under the satisfactory-fail (S-F) and A,B,C,D,F 
(A-F) grading system. Data were collected from the same subjects used in 
the present study. 
The investigator developed two paper and pencil instruments to measure 
attitude of student teachers. One instrument consisted of 134 Items 
designed to obtain a measure of the perceptions and/or attitudes of student 
teachers toward student teaching experiences, and the other was a 57-item 
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opinionnaire to obtain the reactions of cooperating teachers to items simi­
lar to those on the questionnaire for student teachers. 
Two different measures of performance of student teachers resulted. 
One measure came from an instrument adapted from the RS-35 developed by 
Gritzmacher (1967) to which student teachers and cooperating teachers 
responded. The other measure was a teaching observation system developed 
by Clawson and a faculty member in home economics education at Iowa State 
University for use in analyzing two audiotaped lessons taught by each stu-' 
dent teacher. 
The responses of 117 student teachers to the 134-item questionnaire 
formed the basis for nine student teacher factors. The factors resulted 
from a treatment of the responses by the multiple group factor analysis pro­
gram and Kaiser's varimax procedures. The nine factors were: I. Experi­
ences with pupils (general factor); II. The cooperating teacher and teaching 
(general factor); III. The college supervisor; IV. Anxiety; V. Planning and 
execution of lesson plan; VI. Attitude toward teaching; VII. The cooperat­
ing teacher; VIII. The pupils; and IX. Enthusiasm—openness (p. 81). 
A non-orthogonal analysis of variance program revealed significant 
F-values for main effects and interaction for Factor II. The cooperating 
teacher and teaching; Factor IV. Anxiety; and Factor VIII. The cooperating 
teacher (p. 152). 
Student teachers were less anxious and had more positive attitudes 
toward their cooperating teacher under S-F than under A-F. Cooperating 
teachers were a significant source of variance for the three factors. 
Clawson stated that the significant interactions for each of the three fac­
tors indicated that general attitudes toward the cooperating teacher and 
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teaching, degree of anxiety, and specific attitudes toward the cooperating 
teacher experienced during student teaching were a result of the combina­
tion of method of grading and cooperating teacher; neither method was best 
for all student teachers (p. 111). 
As assessed by cooperating teachers, no difference was noted between 
performance and attitudes of student teachers as measured by factor scores 
on the Cooperating Teacher Opinionnaire and Evaluation of Student Teaching 
under the S-F and A-F grading systems (pp. 116-117). Although there was no 
difference due to method of grading, there was significant interaction for 
Factor IV. Anxiety, which indicated that degree of anxiety varied according 
to the combination of cooperating teacher and method of grading. 
In summarizing the findings resulting from the analysis of the two 
audiotaped lessons taught by the student teacher, the researcher stated 
that method of grading was the only significant source of variance for 
Item 9, clarification of statements when questioned or rephrasing of con­
tent when it was not understood. The A-F student teachers received higher 
ratings on this item than those on S-F. Method of grading was among sig­
nificant sources of variance for Item 15, showing consistency between the 
lesson plan and class section. Again the A-F student teachers had higher 
scores on this item than did the S-F student teachers. Performance seemed 
to be more related to the interaction between method of grading and cooper­
ating teacher or number of tape and to the cooperating teacher to whom the 
student teacher was assigned than to method of grading (pp. 132-133). 
Since the performance of student teachers in the study was not lower 
under S-F and student teachers, in general, were less anxious and more pos­
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itive about their relationship with their cooperating teachers under S-F, 
Clawson recommended optional use of S-F for grading the student teaching 
experience. She further concluded that the use of S-F for grading student 
teaching at Iowa State University, with certain stipulations, would con­
tribute to the effectiveness of the student teaching experience. The need 
for continuing the process of evaluation throughout the student teaching 
experience and the letter of recommendation from the cooperating teacher in 
order to inform the student and hiring official about the progress and 
achievement of the student was stressed (pp. 155-156). 
Summary 
One reason given for maintaining the traditional grading system for 
student teaching is to assist superintendents in the selection of beginning 
teachers. Five of the eight studies reviewed were concerned to some extent 
with the effects of grades in student teaching on hiring officials in the 
selection of beginning teachers. The findings from the studies indicate 
that hiring officials are more concerned with the written recommendation 
from the cooperating teacher or the college supervisor than the traditional 
letter grade. 
The three studies that asked student opinions reported that most of 
the students preferred the pass-fail or credit-no credit system of grading 
because it reduced anxiety, and for some students it allowed them to assert 
themselves and undertake meaningful activities rather than those designed 
to impress the cooperating teacher. However, a few students felt greater 
motivation to do a better job if traditional grades were awarded. 
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Responses from cooperating teachers in one study indicated that most 
of them preferred continuation of the credit-no credit procedures. Many 
observed that the absence of a grade created a much better rapport with the 
student teacher. 
The two studies that compared performance under different grading sys­
tems during student teaching indicated no major decline in performance 
based on grading system. This finding does not agree with reports from 
most research studies that have assessed academic performance of college 
students under different grading systems (Delohery & McLaughlin, 1971; 
Gold, Reilly, Silberman, & Lehr, 1971; Meisenholder, 1971; Stailings & 
Smock, 1971). Even though there are few studies of student teaching under 
different grading systems reported in the literature, the results that have 
been reported are more positive than negative. As far as can be gathered 
from the surveys reported, only one institution that had changed to a pass-
fail or a similar grading system had intentions of returning to the tradi­
tional system of grading student teaching. 
Even though few grades of "C" are awarded in student teaching, the 
study that was reviewed indicated that of the 37 students who received a 
rating of "C" or lower from the cooperating teacher in three or more of the 
areas specified, 67.4 percent were considered successful teachers by their 
principals in an actual teaching position, eight percent received a lower 
rating from their principals than from the cooperating teacher, and 24.3 
percent had left teaching. 
From a summary of 12 studies by one investigator to determine the 
relationship between college grades and a measure of teaching success, only 
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isolated examples indicated a relationship. The positive results that were 
observed were generally not very high. 
Effects of Grading in the Supervisory Relationship 
Kinney (1969) investigated the effects of grading in the supervisory 
relationship between 30 students, four supervisors, and three grading 
supervisors (graders) for six weeks during the counseling practicum of a 
summer counseling and guidance institute at Boston University. Students 
were randomly assigned to two experimental groups which were divided into 
four supervisory groups. Supervisors graded students in group one while 
graders graded students in group two. 
Data from the Relationship Inventory which were administered at the 
close of the practicum and interviews with students and supervisors were 
analyzed both statistically and descriptively to test the null hypotheses 
that no differences existed between group one and group two among supervi­
sory groups or within supervisory groups. Controls were established to 
assure consistency of supervisory practices and minimize the grader-student 
relationships (Kinney, p. 90). 
The grader-student relationships were not seen as significantly dif­
ferent from the supervisory relationship by the students in group two. The 
supervisory relationships in group two were without grading while the 
grader relationships were almost nothing but grading (Kinney, p. 93). Stu­
dents spent 60 hours with supervisors as opposed to 4 hours 17 minutes with 
graders. Students recieved written critiques for each tape from both 
supervisor and grader. During the interview, students frequently mentioned 
the similarity of the critiques. The investigator implied that a student 
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evaluation of a relationship may depend largely on the quality of the feed­
back and the expectations held by the student (p. 93). Further implica­
tions were made by the investigator when he said that the level of a rela­
tionship is a function of a complex of interpersonal variables, and no sin­
gle variable would carry enough weight to discriminate between relation­
ships (p. 94). 
The descriptive analysis showed that the supervisors * personalities 
had more effect on the relationships than grading did, but effect was 
slight and seen only in a few instances. Three supervisors had pre-study 
expectations that non-graded supervision was better in that it clears the 
way for deeper, more direct relationships or that graded supervision was 
better (p. 94). Despite these biases, the perceptions of supervisors and 
those of students were that non-graded relationships were no different than 
the graded relationships. 
The relative unimportance of grading was evidenced during the inter­
view of supervisors. All four supervisors had difficulty remembering which 
students they had graded and which they had not graded. The two factors, 
evaluative comments in the form of written critiques and face-to-face meet­
ings, were common to all three of the relationships, the non-graded super­
visory relationships, the graded supervisory relationships, and the grader-
student relationships in the study. The investigator summarized by saying 
that since no differences were detected among the three kinds of relation­
ships, that the forces present in the written critiques and face-to-face 
meetings may represent those minimally necessary for the establishment of 
adequate supervisory relationships (Kinney, p. 95). 
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Summary 
Research concerned with effects of grading in the supervisory rela­
tionship is so limited that comparisons are impractical. With the growing 
interest in the pass-fail system of grading and the increase in instruments 
to help researchers study the supervisory relationship, the future of 
research in this area seems promising. Grading in a one-to-one relation­
ship cannot be equated to grading as it occurs in a regular classroom. It 
is evident that before conclusions and recommendations can be made, addi­
tional research is needed. 
The Supervisory Conference 
Educators agree that the supervisory conference plays a very important 
role in the education of teachers. Yet a review of literature indicates 
that little is known about the supervisory conference, and many institu­
tions and certification agencies do not require that supervisors develop 
any particular competencies in conducting conferences. The following stud­
ies point out the important characteristics, practices, beliefs, principles, 
and content of the supervisory conference in student teaching. 
Smith 
To discover important characteristics of method and content in confer­
ences between supervising teachers and student teachers in the student 
teaching program. Smith (1958) developed an opinionnaire for student teach­
ers and an opinionnaire for supervisors. Data were collected from 81 stu­
dents and 27 supervisors in campus elementary schools at three Pennsylvania 
State Teachers Colleges by use of the opinionnaires and interviews. Sev­
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eral of the subordinate problems formulated for Smith's study were what do 
supervisors and student teachers consider important characteristics of 
method and content in supervisory conferences, how frequently are classroom 
teaching problems discussed in conferences, and how adequate are the dis­
cussions on classroom teaching problems? 
The supervisors considered the following characteristics essential to 
good conferences (p. 119): establishing rapport with the student teacher, 
beginning on a positive note, ending on a positive note, an open mind on 
the part of the supervisor, and consistency of the supervisor. Most super­
visors considered freedom from interruptions to be helpful, but they found 
that they had successful conferences even when there were some interrup- ' 
tions. Responses of student teachers to open-ended questions on the opin-
ionnaire indicated that many of the characteristics of methods and tech­
niques in conferences which were checked essential by supervisors were men­
tioned by student teachers. Working together and planning together were 
emphasized as important characteristics. Student teachers also stressed 
the need for establishing good rapport and for the supervisor to be consis­
tent, to have an open mind, and to praise the student teachers. 
At least 80 percent of supervisors and student teachers agreed that 
evaluation of children's learning and development, evaluation of student 
teacher's growth, and discussion of individual children were of utmost 
importance. More than half of each group agreed that it was also essential 
that classroom teaching problems, routine procedures, group processes in 
the classroom, and methods and study plans be discussed. 
More of the supervisors checked the highest category for more problems 
than were checked by student teachers (p. 119). At least 80 percent of the 
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supervisors reported that they spent much time on group processes in the 
classroom, evaluation of children's learning and development, evaluation of 
student teacher's growth, and discussion of methods and study plans. At 
least half of the student teachers checked the same problems as having much 
time spent on them with the exception of evaluation of student teacher's 
growth. Forty-three percent of the student teachers indicated that much 
time was spent on the evaluation of student teacher's growth whereas 88 
percent of the supervisors indicated that much time was spent on it. 
Supervisors and student teachers showed more agreement on the judg­
ments of adequacy than on the judgments of frequency and importance (p. 
120). Half or more than half of both groups reported the following prob­
lems were in the highest category of adequacy of discussion: explanation 
of routine procedures, group processes in the classroom, evaluation of 
children's learning and development, evaluation of student teacher's 
growth, discussion about methods and lesson plans, and discussion of indi­
vidual children. Sixty-one percent of the supervisors and 35 percent of 
the student teachers agreed that discussion of physical environment was in 
the highest category of adequacy. 
The adequacy of the discussion of areas of classroom teaching problems 
was not as high generally as the frequency and importance of the problems. 
The highest percentage of supervisors choosing the highest category for 
adequacy in discussing classroom teaching problems was 68 percent whereas 
the highest percentage checking the highest category for frequency and 
importance of classroom teaching problems was 80 percent (p. 121). 
Even though the scheduling of conferences, the number of conferences, 
and the procedures varied from college to college and from individual to 
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individual, the importance of the discussion of classroom teaching problems, 
the emphasis on cooperation, the need for having rapport, and the necessity 
to use praise were repeated many times in the data for all respondents 
(p. 121). 
Cooper 
Cooper (1964) was interested in determining the extent to which prin­
ciples and practices employed by cooperating teachers in the leadership of 
individual conferences with student teachers were congruent with generally 
accepted principles and practices of supervision and to determine the 
effects of degree of theory-practice congruence on perceived outcomes of 
the conference. 
Subjects included 35 cooperating teachers and their student teachers 
representing six subject matter areas and five colleges and universities in 
upper New York State and Pennsylvania. The Q technique provided the model 
for the major research instruments. Collection of data included the obser­
vation of a conference by the investigator, administration of personal data 
sheets and opinionnaires to cooperating teachers and student teachers, and 
the responses of cooperating teachers to the conference leadership inven­
tories to provide descriptions of theoretical beliefs and practices for the 
"ideal conference leader" and for the "perceived self" as a conference 
leader. Pearson-product moment correlation coefficients were used to 
determine relationships between the various rankings and between sorts 
(p. 135). 
From the findings of the study. Cooper concluded that cooperating 
teachers varied widely in the extent to which they perceived the selected 
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principles and practices of conference leadership as being descriptive of a 
conference led by themselves or an ideal conference leader. Descriptions 
of the beliefs and practices of cooperating teachers were more consistent 
with those in the literature than were the descriptions of themselves as 
conference leaders. Analysis of data collected from the observation of 
conferences by Cooper were less congruent with principles found in the lit­
erature and self reports of theoretical beliefs than were self reports of 
practices (p. 169). 
A significant negative relationship existed between congruence of cri­
terion principles and observed practices and student teachers' perceptions 
of satisfaction with past conferences. Opinions of and attitudes toward 
the conference as indicated from responses to two incomplete sentences were 
found to be significantly and positively related to congruence of criterion 
principles and observed practices for student teachers and cooperating 
teachers. 
Student teachers' performance, academic competences, or length of 
teaching experience, or cooperating teachers' amount of training, or length 
of experience were found not to be highly related to degree of congruence 
(pp. 139-140). 
Parrish 
Parrish (1965) designed a questionnaire to determine the practices of 
secondary supervising teachers in conferences with Oregon State University 
student teachers. Questionnaires were sent to 193 supervising teachers in 
the following subject matter areas: agriculture, business, English, home 
economics, industrial education, physical education, science, and social 
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science. One hundred twenty-five (68 men, 57 women) of the questionnaires 
were returned in usable form. Findings were reported in percentage based 
on the personal and professional background of the respondents, their prac­
tices, and their beliefs. 
Two age ranges of respondents, 25-29 and over 45 years, supervised 
most of the student teachers. Only six percent were 20-24 years of age 
(Parrish, p. 78). Nearly 60 percent of the supervising teachers had mas­
ter's degrees, and 64 percent had done some academic work at Oregon State 
University. Seventy-seven percent of the respondents had been teaching 
five years or longer, and nearly half of the 125 had supervised five or 
more student teachers. Ninety-two of the respondents had no formal prepar­
ation for supervision of student teachers. 
Less than half of the respondents had either planned or formal confer­
ences with student teachers on any regular basis. Ten percent had no 
planned conferences with student teachers, and three percent said they left 
the student teacher on his own. Less than half of the respondents indi­
cated that they used observation guides to observe student teachers' 
classes and to conduct conferences. The most commonly used supervisory 
devices or aids were observation notes (p. 80). Less than one-fourth of 
the supervising teachers used tape recorders, cooperative notebooks, obser­
vation guides, or required the student teachers to keep a notebook for 
observations. 
Over half said that leadership shifted as the student teachers grew in 
independence. Three percent of the supervising teachers indicated that the 
student teacher was the leader in two-way conferences. 
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More than half of the supervising teachers discussed all the topics 
listed in the questionnaire during conferences. Topics included all 
aspects of student teacher behavior and how to better equip the student 
teacher for creating optimum learning situations (p. 79). The 125 respon­
dents believed conferences had the characteristics of being a teaching-
learning experience which is an exchange of ideas. Beliefs according to 
teaching experience showed that 50 percent of the teachers with 20 or more 
years of experience did not believe a short conference to be most effec­
tive and were equally divided between "believe" and "do not believe" in 
their responses to a formal conference if held on a scheduled basis (pp. 
81-82). 
Items related to guidance and growth of student teachers were believed 
to be purposes of conferences by 68 to 95 percent of the supervising teach­
ers. Seventy-six percent were unsure or did not believe a conference 
should have a stated purpose (p. 82). From 74 percent to 94 percent of the 
respondents believed that conferences keep communication channels open 
between supervising and student teachers; it was important for student 
teachers to feel satisfied with the kind of conferences held, continuous 
conferences were necessary in guiding a student teacher, and a conference 
should be held at least once a week. Over half believed regular confer­
ences should be held to satisfy the supervising teacher that the student 
teacher and students in the class were progressing. 
Over 71 percent of the respondents believed that topics for confer­
ences could Include discussing general interests to building rapport, 
assisting a student teacher in personal adjustments, solving educational 
problems, discussing a school's educational philosophy, discussing a day's 
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events, and discussing the relationship between student teaching and the 
first teaching job. Respondents did not believe a conference should be 
limited to a specific topic. 
Ninety-six percent believed a conference should stimulate ideas in 
both the supervising teacher and student teacher. Amount of teaching expe­
rience did not make a great difference in the beliefs of the supervising 
teachers in the study (Parrish, pp. 84 and 87). 
Summary of studies by Smith. Cooper, and Parrish 
Characteristics of good conferences are emphasized by the studies 
reviewed. The need for establishing a good relationship, cooperative plan­
ning, discussion of classroom teaching problems, and the need for praise 
given by the cooperating teacher were common from college to college. 
Even though cooperating teachers recognized principles of good confer­
ences, there was a discrepancy in the application of the principles in an 
actual conference. Student teacher performance, academic competences, 
length of teaching experience, experience of cooperating teacher or amount 
of training, or length of experience did not correlate highly with congru­
ence of criterion principles and observed practices. Thus there appeared 
to be no explanation for the inconsistencies between what supervisors knew 
about conferences and what they did in practice. 
For a group of cooperating teachers, there was general agreement that 
conferences were held with student teachers on an informal basis daily 
and as the student teachers had questions, but these cooperating teachers 
did not hold formal conferences with regularity. They had positive atti­
tudes toward conferences with student teachers. Observation notes were the 
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major aid used in preparing for conferences. The supervising teacher was 
usually the leader, but the student teacher was given som^leadership as he 
became ready. 
As to the beliefs of the group of supervising teachers, they believed: 
the conference to be a teaching-learning experience which is an exchange of 
ideas and informally held at any time, that the conference could have many 
purposes but were undecided as to whether the purpose should be stated, 
that conferences were necessary and important in guiding a student teacher 
and should be held at least once a week, that conferences could have many 
topics and should not be limited to a specific topic, that conferences 
offered opportunities for growth to all conference participants. Amount of 
teaching experience did not make a great difference in the beliefs of the 
I 
supervising teachers. 
I 
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Verbal Analysis of Supervisory Conferences 
Since the introduction of verbal interaction analysis for studying the 
verbal behavior of teachers and students in the classroom, an increased 
interest in studying verbal interaction in the supervisory conference has 
been noted. A number of systems for analyzing supervisor-teacher verbal 
interaction during the conference can be found in the literature. 
The studies selected to review have three factors in common. Each 
study resulted in the development of an instrument for analyzing the verbal 
interaction during the supervisory conference, the instrument was used in 
analyzing conferences with the findings reported, and the instrument 
developed was similar to the instrument used for analyzing conferences in 
this study. 
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Mcinnes 
To identify and analyze the teaching aspects of supervisory confer­
ences that took place as a part of an in-service education program in the 
teaching of reading, Mcinnes (1969) taped records of conferences between 
supervisors and teachers. The subjects were three supervisors named by the 
board of education and six teachers who were randomly,chosen from 18 teach­
ers participating in the in-service program in one junior high school. Of 
the eight conferences between each supervisor and teacher, the second, 
fourth, and seventh in the sequence were transcribed. 
A 12-category system adapted from Flanders* verbal interaction instru­
ment was developed by the researcher. Two independent judges and the 
researcher analyzed the conference data after reaching a 93 percent agree­
ment in categorizing items on sample transcripts. The data were entered on 
a 12 by 12 matrix. The findings revealed that the supervisors talked from 
50 to 84 percent of the time in conferences; the most frequently used units 
were those of informing (24 to 25 percent of conference time) followed by 
direction giving. The acts of longest duration were telling and direction 
giving. Supervisors used few occasions to build on teachers' ideas. The 
ratio of indirect to direct acts ranged from .21 to 1.33, and in only one 
conference did the number of indirect or integrative acts outweigh the num­
ber of direct or dominative acts. The teachers responded acceptingly to 
the supervisors while supervisors followed a role similar to the sterotyped 
teaching role described in research on teaching. 
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Michalak 
Michalak (1968) investigated verbal behaviors of university supervi­
sors and supervising teachers during conferences with student teachers. 
Data came from a group of ten pairs of university supervisors and ten 
supervising teachers. An instrument was developed to record the supervi­
sory behaviors either in the procedural or substantive areas: informing, 
interpreting, clarifying, summarizing, evaluating, basic questions, elabo­
rating questions, challenging questions, and listening. The frequency of 
use of each verbal behavior by college supervisors and supervising teachers 
was recorded from a 15-minute conference for each participant. The data 
provided answers to five questions formulated for the study; one question, 
what kinds of verbal behaviors are used most by the supervising teachers 
and university supervisors which relate to the present review, was answered. 
Analysis of the data revealed that university supervisors engaged in 
interpreting-substantive, informing-substantive, and listening-substantive 
verbal behaviors most frequently whereas supervising teachers engaged in 
informing-procedural, interpreting-procedural, and challenging questions-
substantive most often. Both groups of supervisors most frequently used 
informing and interpreting behaviors in the supervisory conferences. Ver­
bal behaviors less frequently used were clarifying and evaluating ques­
tions. Summarizing was seldom used. Neither group was consistent in the 
use of verbal behaviors recommended as most desirable for use in a super­
visory conference by specialists (p. 151). 
Verbal behaviors most frequently used by university supervisors 
focused on the content of the lesson and the teaching behavior of the stu­
dent teacher while supervising teachers dealt with such things as classroom 
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management, control of children, and peripheral matters. There wore no sta­
tistically significant differences in the various kinds of verbal behavior 
of supervisors who formed a supervisory pair. Differences among individu­
als who formed a supervisory pair and a great variation between supervising 
teacher and the university supervisor were noted in some cases. The author 
concluded that supervising teachers and university supervisors perceived 
the supervisory function or the needs of student teachers differently 
(p. 151). 
Patterson 
The purpose of the study was to explore the area of supervisory inter­
views as conducted by general secondary supervisors in the State of Texas 
and to describe the actual interviews of selected supervisors by using cer­
tain instruments and analytical techniques (Patterson, 1969). Five super­
visors were selected from a population of 39 supervisors in Texas. Five 
interviews involving different teachers were tape recorded with Supervi­
sor A, and three interviews each were secured from the remaining four 
supervisors. 
One group of teachers under each supervisor was comprised of individu­
als whose interviews had been taped for the study lAiile a second group of 
teachers was comprised of those \Ao had a recent interview, but it was not 
taped for purposes of the study. 
A Verbal Interaction Analysis System (VIAS) was devised to analyze the 
interviews. Ten categories described supervisor behavior, eight categories 
described teacher behavior, and two categories were devoted to silence and 
confusion, respectively. The categories of the supervisor and teacher were 
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such that they allowed the description of direct and indirect influence. 
The second instrument used was an interview rating scale to collect indi­
vidual teacher and supervisor perception of the interview. 
Correlation coefficients were computed for all 20 categories among all 
interviews, the ten categories of supervisor behavior among all interviews, 
and the eight categories of teacher behavior among all interviews. A 
graphic pattern analysis was done on the matrix of each interview. 
Findings indicate that some supervisors were relatively stable and 
consistent in their verbal patterns from interview to interview, while 
others demonstrated much more flexibility both within an interview and 
between interviews. The major source of stability in verbal behavior pat­
terns from one interview to the next came from the teacher component. 
Supervisors tended to vary their verbal behavior more than did the teach­
ers. In all interviews, the proportion of direct behavior exceeded the 
proportion of indirect behavior, and in 16 of the interviews, the supervi­
sor's portion of direct behavior exceeded his proportion of indirect behav­
ior. All 17 interviews were highly task-oriented. From the analysis of 
the 17 interviews using the VIAS, it was concluded that the interviews were 
influenced in form, content, development, and verbal interaction processes 
more by the supervisor than the teacher. 
Bryan 
By exploring the work of previous researchers and analyzing data from 
over 100 role-played and actual conferences, Bryan (1970) developed a 
supervisory conference instrument for examining verbal interaction. Proc­
ess categories were chosen because their low level of abstraction approxi­
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mating objectivity enables them to be used for training and research pur­
poses. 
In a descriptive research study, the categories were used to compare 
conference behavior of supervisors before and after taking a workshop pro­
gram in supervision. Two analysts were trained to code conference type­
scripts to determine the instrument's reliability. The results of the 
reliability study provided sufficient evidence for acceptance of the cate­
gory system as a reliable instrument. Data from the descriptive study 
illustrated that changes in the conference behavior were in the predicted 
direction. Validity was tentatively established because the research study 
was not experimental. Suggestions resulting from the study were: 
A general lesson from the study is that supervisors should be 
trained not only in human relations, diminishing judgments, and 
engaging the supervisee in conversation, but in the subtleties of 
seeking in-depth information necessary to changing teaching 
behavior. The outcomes also suggest that supervisor and super­
visee role perceptions and their resulting techniques can be 
identified. In training supervisors, the instructor can aid the 
participant not only in understanding a discrepancy between his 
perceived supervisory role and his operational role, but can 
identify the techniques needed to change his conference behavior. 
There is, however, concern that training for techniques will 
become a mechanical process or trivial game involving modes of 
talk. The intent of the category scheme is that valued confer­
ence behaviors be assimilated as part of the implicit way of 
relating to another person. The instrument gives information 
concerning one's conference style so that a perspective on how he 
converses can be obtained. Desired behaviors are then assimi­
lated into one's natural style. As the categories become inter­
nalized, individuals will become sensitized to their conference 
roles. The person will then be able to analyze the process of 
the conference as it,is going on with the view to modifying the 
remainder of the conference if necessary (p. 90). 
Barbour 
A concern for determining levels of thinking in supervisory confer­
ences prompted Barbour (1971) to do a pilot study focused on the cognitive 
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behavior of supervising teachers and their student teachers working in a 
conference situation. Specifically the investigator tried to find informa-
• 
tion on the profile of cognitive performance of supervising teachers and 
their student teachers, the relationship between supervising teacher behav­
ior and that of the student teacher, and the difference between the cogni­
tive behavior of supervising teachers who had experienced in-service train­
ing and those who had not. 
Fifteen elementary teachers and their student teachers at the Univer­
sity of Maryland teacher education centers volunteered to participate in 
the study. Near the completion of student teaching, each pair of subjects 
videotaped a conference about a recent lesson or activity. No restriction 
was placed on style, content of procedure. However, subjects were requested 
to consider 15 minutes as a time allotment. 
The conferences were coded by a team of coders trained by the investi­
gator and had reached close to .90 reliability in categorizing the thought 
units in'primary categories. Reliability on secondary categories was .70 
and .71 for two teams. 
After the conferences were analyzed, chi-square tests were made to 
determine likeness of the groups. Supervisors were divided into two 
groups, one having taken an in-service course in supervision of student 
teachers and the other not. Results indicated that talk was dominated by 
the supervisors since the proportion of supervisor talk was over 57 per­
cent. Supervisors seemed to start episodes; of the 105 episodes engaged in 
by the subjects, only two were initiated by student teachers. The teachers 
who had taken the in-service course favored somewhat higher thought levels 
than those who had not, a difference significant at the .001 level. The 
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course group showed a propensity to exhibit more higher level and less 
lower level thinking (Barbour, p. 9). 
The 15 conferences focused largely on recalling, clarifying, making 
statements, or explaining material in their experiences. Sixty-three per­
cent of the total thought units were in two lower levels of routine and 
cognitive memory. Little time was used in the two higher level categories 
of evaluative and divergent thinking. Only eight percent of the time over­
all and ten percent where routine was dropped resulted in the use of higher 
level categories. There is strong evidence that student teachers follow 
the cues and leads of the supervising teacher, and it seemed reasonable 
that if supervisors developed skills in asking questions on these levels 
that students most likely would be able to follow. They did, after all, 
follow the level of the supervising teacher 70 percent of the time 
(Barbour, pp. 11 and 12). 
Barbour concluded that it appeared that the conferences of this 
selected group of supervisory teachers tended to be overwhelmingly in the 
Cognitive-Memory and Convergent categories of thought levels where state­
ment making, explaining, telling, and clarifying are predominant. The 
behavior of the student teachers seems to reflect that of the supervising 
teacher, and supervising teachers who had taken an in-service course in 
supervision tended to show somewhat stronger use of higher levels of 
thought (Barbour, p. 14). 
Summary of studies using verbal interaction analysis 
Findings from the studies reviewed using instruments for analyzing 
supervisor-teacher interaction tend to indicate that most of the talk is 
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done by the supervisor. The supervisor spends most of the conference time 
telling and directing and was more direct than indirect in behavior. The 
conferences were influenced in form, content, development, level of think­
ing, and verbal interaction processes more by the supervisor than the 
teacher. 
• When comparing university supervisors and supervising teachers in con­
ferences with student teachers, both groups of supervisors most frequently 
used informing and interpreting behaviors and less frequently used clarify­
ing and evaluating questions. Summarizing was seldom used. Neither group 
was consistent in the use of verbal behaviors recommended as most desirable 
by supervisory conference specialists. 
University supervisors focused on content of the lesson and the teach­
ing behavior of the student teacher while supervising teachers dealt with 
classroom management, control of children, and peripheral matters in con­
ferences with student teachers. There is the possibility that supervising 
teachers and university supervisors perceived the supervisory function or 
the needs of student teachers differently. 
Student teachers followed the level of thinking of the supervising 
teacher 70 percent of the time. Conferences focused, largely on recalling, 
clarifying, making statements, or explaining material. Evaluative and 
divergent thinking seldom occurred in conferences. 
The Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction 
Blumberg and Cusick 
Blumberg and Cusick (1970) collected 50 tape recordings of supervisor-
teacher conferences and analyzed them using the Blumberg System of Supervi­
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sor-Teacher Interaction. The data were supplied by graduate students who 
were either teachers or supervisors. The data from individual analysis of 
conferences were combined to form a composite matrix which served as the 
basis for the findings reported. The authors caution that because of the 
non-randomness of the sample, the words "supervisors" or "teachers" mean 
those who were part of the study (p. 127). 
The conferences ranged from approximately 2 to 39 minutes in length. 
The mean interaction time for each supervisory conference was 13.5 minutes. 
Of the total time used, 45 percent was supervisor-talk, 53 percent was 
teacher-talk, and 2 percent of the time was spent in silence or confusion 
(p. 129). 
Supervisors gave information slightly more than five times (a ratio of 
.18) as often as they asked for it. The ratio of direct supervisor behavior 
to indirect was .65, indicating that supervisors tended to be more direct 
than indirect by about one-third. Supervisors spent approximately twice as 
much time inducing positive rather than negative emotionality in their 
interaction with teachers (p. 129). 
Problem-solving behaviors, telling to asking, had a ratio of .28. It 
appeared that the task-oriented behavior of supervisors was weighted on a 
4:1 basis in favor of telling. The ratio of asking for opinions (intellec­
tive discussion) to giving of opinions was 1.58 which means that supervi­
sors ask opinions of teachers about one and one-half times more often then 
they give them. About seven times as much time was used by s;ipervisors in 
telling teachers what to do as in asking teachers for ideas about action 
suggestion as indicated in the ratio of .15 resulting from comparing data 
for supervisors in giving suggestions to asking suggestions (p. 130). 
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Data were interpreted for the six "steady state" areas of behavior. A 
heavy concentration in any of the areas indicates that the supervisor was 
making extended use of a particular kind of behavior. 
Of the time supervisors spent on positive social-emotional behavior, 
one-half was of an extended nature. Ten percent of supervisors* time was 
of an extended nature in reflecting and clarifying teachers' ideas. Almost 
two-thirds was of an extended nature in giving and asking for information. 
In asking for opinions or suggestions, about one-third was of an extended 
nature of which the bulk was asking for opinions not suggestions. In giv­
ing opinions or suggestions, almost two-thirds was of an extended nature. 
Almost three-fourths of negative social-emotional behavior (mostly criti­
cism) was of an extended nature. 
Less than one percent of the supervisors' time was devoted to asking 
teachers for action suggestions. It was the least used supervisor behav­
ior. The least used teacher behavior was that of asking the supervisor any 
kind of question at all (p. 130). 
Wulff 
Wulff (1972) attempted to answer the question do student teacher 
supervisors who engage in the systematic analysis of their verbal behavior 
when conferring with their student teachers modify their verbal behavior in 
subsequent conferences to an extent and in ways different from supervisors 
who do not engage in systematic analysis of their verbal behavior during 
conferences. An experimental design was employed with the experimental 
group receiving training in analysis of verbal interaction, analyzing their 
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own verbal behavior, and considering the results of the analysis of their 
verbal behavior. The control group received no special treatment. 
Subjects were 14 college supervisors and 14 student teachers in ele­
mentary education at a state college in New York during the 1971 spring 
semester. Each pair of subjects, seven pairs in the experimental group and 
seven pairs in the control group, comprised of supervisor and student 
teacher submitted one audiotaped conference before the treatment and one 
audiotaped conference after treatment. The tapes were analyzed for verbal 
interaction using the Arthur Blumberg Interaction Analysis System. Reli­
ability data based on use by supervisors in the sample were not presented 
by the researcher. 
The central hypothesis of the study was tested in relation to 13 iden­
tifiable variables which represented a modification of the Blumberg System 
by elimination of particular categories and combining others. 
The findings indicated that those college supervisors who were trained 
in analysis of verbal interaction, analyzed their own verbal interaction, 
and considered the results of analysis differed significantly in verbal 
behavior from those college supervisors \^o received no special treatment. 
They used more acceptance, clarification, or building on and developing the 
ideas suggested by student teachers, and they gave less information. 
Trained supervisors used less extended talk on the information-giving and 
asking level and were more indirect in supervisory style. They asked more 
opinions that influenced the supervisee to describe, analyze, hypothesize, 
or evaluate something that had occurred or might occur in the classroom or 
in the interaction taking place (pp. 2-3). 
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Churukian and Cryan 
Churukian and Cryan (1972) collected data from 204 student teachers 
involved in student teaching in a large central New York urban area between 
1967 and 1970 to establish whether teachers' perceptions of the quality of 
their interpersonal relationships with their supervisors were related to 
teachers' perception of supervisor's style. The sample was not randomly 
selected. However, all student teachers during that time within the area 
volunteered to participate. Student teachers responded to two question­
naires during a seminar six weeks after the start of student teaching. The 
Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory was employed to measure student 
teacher perceptions of the quality of interpersonal relationships existing 
between the student teacher and the cooperating teacher while Supervisory 
Behavior Style Scales developed by Blumberg and Amidon were used to measure 
student teacher perception of supervisor style (pp. 5-6). 
The major hypothesis of this study was that different perceptions of 
the state of interpersonal relations existing between student teachers and 
cooperating teachers would produce differential discrepancies with regard 
to how student teachers perceived their cooperating teachers' behavioral 
styles and how they wished to behave. The findings supported significant 
difference at the .01 level for sub-hypotheses relating to the indirect 
discrepancy scores but not the direct discrepancy scores. In interpreting 
their findings, the investigators said (Churukian & Cryan, pp. 7-8): 
In the supervisor-supervisee relationship the degree of direct­
ness or indirectness is not the issue. The issue is how an indi­
vidual perceives the type of supervision he receives as compared 
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to what he feels he wants. With respect to this, the data indi­
cated that as positive interpersonal relations are established in 
a supervisory setting, the indirect "perceived-wished for" dis­
crepancy will be minimized. This seems to say to the supervisor 
that if he wants to maximize supervisee perceived learning and 
productivity, then he should concentrate upon establishing high 
quality interpersonal relationships as his primary objective. 
The establishment of high quality interpersonal relationships 
does not seem to be a factor alone in reducing direct discrepancy 
scores. This is not to say that high quality regard, empathy, 
unconditionality of regard, and congruence doesn't (sic) contrib­
ute to the reduction, it does say that other factors may be oper­
ating. One of these factors may be the nature of student teach­
ing where the student teacher has high anxiety to do well. He 
wants to know how to do the proper things in order to succeed. 
This desire seems to demand more direct supervisory behavior than 
perceived to be given (p. 8). 
Evans 
Evans (1972) examined whether college supervisors who analyzed their 
verbal behavior in supervisory conferences by means of the Blumberg System 
exhibited a change in the proportions of indirect arid direct verbal behav­
iors when compared with college supervisors who do not systematically ana­
lyze their supervisory conferences. Sixteen volunteer college supervisors 
of secondary student teachers were randomly assigned to experimental and 
control groups. The experimental group was provided training in the Blum­
berg System until they reached a ,70 interobserver agreement with the 
investigator. Each of the 16 college supervisors submitted a tape recorded 
conference with a student teacher before treatment began and a final tape 
recorded conference with the same student teacher at the end of the semes­
ter. 
All 32 conferences were analyzed using the Blumberg System. An analy­
sis of covariance was used to test for differences between the two groups 
of college supervisors, and results indicated that there were no signifi­
^9 
cant differences between experimental and control groups with respect to 
the hypotheses. The predicted increase in indirect behavior based on an 
analogy to research finding in teacher education was not confirmed. 
Rousseau 
The study by Rousseau (1971) focused on the verbal behavior patterns 
of college supervisors in elementary education in dyadic conferences with 
student teachers and cooperating teachers in an attempt to discover if col­
lege supervisors use different verbal behaviors with teachers of different 
status. Sixty-three audiotaped conferences, 34 with student teachers and 
29 with cooperating teachers, were analyzed by one trained observer using 
the Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction. Interobserver reli­
ability coefficient for the investigator and Blumberg was .91. Intra-
observer reliability coefficients were .89, .82, .91, and .91. Percentages 
of specific supervisory verbal behaviors with student teachers and with 
cooperating teachers were compared by means of t tests to establish whether 
or not these differences would be expected to occur by chance. 
Findings indicated that college supervisors behaved differently when 
interacting with Student teachers than when interacting with cooperating 
teachers. College supervisors were significantly more indirect in their 
verbal behaviors with student teachers than with cooperating teachers, gave 
significantly more praise to student teachers, asked for significantly more 
information from student teachers, and gave significantly more information 
to cooperating teachers. 
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Toiliver 
To Hiver (1973) sought to discover whether supervisors vtio had 
received training in Systematic and Objective Analysis of Instruction 
(SOAI) were less direct in their verbal behavior during supervisory confer­
ences than supervisors who had not received the training. The supervisory 
training program involved the development of skills in communication, 
interpersonal relations, and group problem solving techniques. 
The subjects included 13 elementary teachers who had received SOAI 
training and 14 elementary teachers who had not received the training. 
Each teacher was supervising a student teacher at the time of the study. 
Data collected included an audiotaped conference from each participant, 
responses to a questionnaire for demographic data, and performance data for 
SOAI trained supervisors from workshop records. The audiotaped conferences 
were coded by using the Slumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction. 
Intercoder reliability of .85 or better was established by two coders by 
coding on the first, fifth, and tenth tapes. 
The t test was applied to the conference data to determine if there 
were significant differences between the two groups in the total percentage 
score tallies for indirect supervisor behavior; supervisor giving informa­
tion; teacher giving information, opinions, or suggestions; supervisor ask­
ing for suggestion; and indirect teacher behavior. No significant differ­
ences were found between the two groups. 
In determining the influence of demographic variables, experience of 
teachers (student teacher supervisors), previous supervisees, academic 
degree, age, sex, additional training, and trainee evaluation, no patterns 
of significant difference were determined. 
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. In comparing" the verbal style of all participants in the study by 
analyzing the total tallies of the categories with the verbal style of a 
study conducted by Blumberg and Cusick (1970), similarities were noted. A 
difference in direct and indirect behavior of supervisors in the study was 
noted. In the Blumberg and Cusick study, supervisors were more direct than 
indirect by one-third of the time, and in this study supervisors were as 
direct as they were indirect. 
Studies that compared the behavior of supervisors trained in using the 
Blumberg System with the behavior of supervisors who were not trained 
reported conflicting results. The findings from one study indicated that 
college supervisors who were trained in analysis of verbal interaction, 
analyzed their own verbal interaction, and considered the results of analy­
sis differed significantly from those college supervisors who received no 
special treatment. Results of two other studies found no significant dif­
ference between experimental and control groups. 
College supervisors used different verbal behaviors with teachers of 
different status. They were significantly more indirect in their verbal 
behavior with student teachers than with cooperating teachers. They gave 
significantly more praise to student teachers, asked for significantly more 
information from student teachers, and gave significantly more information 
to cooperating teachers. 
The degree of directness or indirectness was determined not to be the 
issue in a study of different perceptions of the state of interpersonal 
relations existing between student teachers and cooperating teachers. The 
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issue as determined by the study is how an individual perceives the type of 
supervision he received as compared to what he feels he wants. 
Of the total time used during the conference, supervisors talked 
almost half the time while teachers talked slightly more than half the 
time. Supervisors were more direct than indirect. The findings from 
another study indicated that supervisors were as indirect as they were 
direct. Supervisors spend more time inducing positive rather than negative 
emotionality and use more time telling than asking information, opinion, or 
suggestions. Supervisors seldom asked for action suggestions, and teachers 
seldom asked the supervisor questions. 
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METHOD 
The major purpose of the study was to determine if two grading sys­
tems, satisfactory-fail (S-F) and A,B,C,D,F (A-F), affected conferences 
between student teachers and cooperating teachers. Specific objectives 
were to determine if verbal interaction of student teachers and cooperating 
teachers during conferences differed under two grading systems and over 
time; to determine if conference content differed under two grading systems 
and over time; to identify conference characteristics perceived important 
by cooperating teachers and student teachers; and to select or construct 
instruments for collecting and analyzing data. 
Hypotheses 
Hypotheses tested to achieve the objectives of the study were: 
1. There are no significant differences in the verbal interaction 
scores in supervisory conferences in the six steady state areas 
and selected category combinations as measured by the Blumberg 
System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction between: 
a) student teachers under S-F and A-F systems of grading their 
performance 
b) their cooperating teachers 
c) the supervisory conferences. 
2. There are no significant differences in the content of conferences 
as measured by the supervisory conference content analysis instru­
ment between: 
a) student teachers under S-F and A-F systems of grading their 
performance 
b) their cooperating teachers 
c) the supervisory conferences. 
Sangle 
Subjects in the study were two groups of Iowa State University home 
economics education female students who did their student teaching in the 
State of Iowa during the 1971-1972 academic year- One group was comprised 
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of 23 students graded satisfactory-fail (S-F) and their 16 cooperating 
teachers. The second group, graded A,B,C,D,F (A-F), included 27 students 
who did their student teaching fall, winter, and spring quarters under the 
supervision of the same 16 cooperating teachers who supervised student 
teachers under the S-F option-
Data were collected for one student on the A-F system fall quarter; 
that student was assigned to a cooperating teacher \dio also supervised a 
student on the S-F system fall quarter. In order that another pair of sub­
jects could be added to the study, data were collected for one student 
spring quarter who was assigned to a cooperating teacher who supervised a 
student on the S-F basis fall quarter; that center did not accept student 
teachers winter quarter. The remaining 25 students on the A-F grading sys­
tem did their student teaching winter quarter. 
A total of 24 cooperating teachers were assigned student teachers fall 
quarter. Of that number, eight did not have student teachers under the two 
grading systems. Nine student teachers were involved. Five student teach­
ers elected the A-F option lAiile the other four were assigned to cooperat­
ing teachers who had no other student teacher the remainder of the year. 
During winter quarter, 25 students on the A-F grading system were 
assigned to 15 cooperating teachers who had student teachers under the S-F 
grading system. Twelve cooperating teachers who had no student teachers 
fall quarter were added with 15 student teachers being assigned to them. 
The remaining three student teachers were assigned to three cooperating 
teachers who had no student teacher on the S-F basis- A total of 30 coop­
erating teachers and 43 student teachers participated winter quarter. 
Of the 36 cooperating teachers and 76 student teachers involved in the 
study fall and winter quarters, data from 16 cooperating teachers and 50 
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student teachers were used in testing for differences between the two 
groups. Seven cooperating teachers supervised two student teachers under 
each grading system while the other nine cooperating teachers supervised 
one student teacher under the S-F option and one or two student teachers 
under the A-F option (see Table 1). Data for the remaining 20 cooperating 
teachers and their 26 student teachers were used in descriptive analysis. 
Table 1 shows the number of student teachers per cooperating teacher by 
grading system fall and winter quarters 1971-1972. 
All 117 students in home economics education who did their student 
teaching in the State of Iowa during the 1971-1972 academic year and their 
45 cooperating teachers were asked to respond to the paper and pencil 
instruments designed to identify conference characteristics perceived 
important. 
Selection, Development, and Use of Instruments 
Instruments used in the study were the Blumberg System of Supervisor-
Teacher Interaction (Blumberg, 1970) and instruments devised by the inves­
tigator. Paper and pencil instruments were devised to collect 1) demo­
graphic data for cooperating teachers, 2) demographic and personality data 
for student teachers from home economics education department files, 
3) characteristics of the supervisory conference perceived important by 
cooperating teachers, and 4) characteristics of the supervisory conference 
perceived important by student teachers. The instrument used in analyzing 
the content of supervisory conferences was also developed by the investi­
gator. 
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Table 1 
Number of Student Teachers Per Cooperating Teacher by Grading 
System Fall and Winter Quarters 1971-1972 
Cooperating teacher 
identification number S 
Student 
-F 
teachers 
A-•F 
1-7 2 (14)* 2b (14) 
8 1 3° 
9, 11 1 (2) 2 (4) 
10, 12, 13, 14, 15 1 (5) (5) 
16 1 1"= 
Sub-total 23 27 
17, 19 1 (2) 0 
18 2 °d 
20, 21 0 if (2) 
22, 23, 24 0 2® (6) 
25-27, 30, 32-36 0 (9) 
28-29, 31 0 2® (6) 
Total 27 50 
dumber in parentheses identifies the total number of student teachers 
for cooperating teachers indicated. 
One student teacher elected the A-F option fall quarter. 
^This student teacher participated in the study spring quarter. 
^This student teacher participated fall quarter. 
One student teacher participated fall quarter. The other student 
teacher participated winter quarter. 
The Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction 
The Blumberg System of Supervisor Teacher Interaction was selected to 
analyze the verbal interaction between cooperating teachers and student 
teachers. This instrument was chosen because of its conciseness and empha­
sis on affective interaction. Several studies have been made using the 
instrument (Blumberg & Cusick, 1970; Wulff, 1972; Evans, 1972; Rousseau, 
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1971; Tolliver, 1973) to analyze conferences involving college supervisors 
cooperating teachers, and student teachers. No studies were found using 
the instrument to analyze conferences between home economics education stu 
dent teachers and cooperating teachers. 
The Blumberg System (Blumberg & Cusick, 1970) was developed by using 
behavioral categories developed by Flanders and Bales. The supervisor-
teacher interaction system has 15 categories. Of these 15, ten categories 
are concerned with the behavior of the supervisor, four are concerned with 
the behavior of the teachers, and one category indicates silence or confu­
sion. A description of the category system for analyzing supervisor-
teacher interaction is as follows (Blumberg, 1970, pp. 3-4): 
Supervisor behavior 
Category 1^. Support-inducing Communications Behavior. This 
category includes all statements on the part of the 
supervisor, with the exception of praise, the affect 
of which is to help build a "Healthy" climate 
between him and the teacher. Behavior that releases 
tension is in this category as is that which conveys 
an acceptance of feelings. Encouragement is cate­
gorized here. 
Category 2. Praise. This is behavior on the part of the super­
visor that connotes primarily the value judgment of 
"good" in connection with a teacher's idea, plan of 
action, past behavior, feelings, etc. 
Category Accepts or uses teacher's ideas. Included here are 
statements that clarify, build on, or develop ideas 
or suggestions by a teacher. 
Category 4. Asks for information. This is behavior by the super­
visor that is aimed at asking for clarification or 
orientation about a problem or situation under con­
sideration. It is factually oriented and is not con­
cerned with opinions or ways of doing things. 
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Category 5^. Giving information. This is the opposite of Cate­
gory 4. It involves the supervisor giving objec­
tive information to the teacher, orienting, summa­
rizing, etc. 
Category j6. Asks for opinions. This category is meant to 
describe supervisor behavior the aim of which is to 
ask the teacher to analyze or evaluate something 
that has occurred, is occurring, or may occur in the 
classroom or in the interaction taking place. 
Category 7_. Asks for suggestions. In this category are state­
ments by the Supervisor that ask the teacher to 
think about ways of doing things or ways in which 
things might have been done differently. It has an 
action orientation, past, present, or future. Cate­
gory 7 also refers to asking for ways in which the 
supervisor and teacher might work together. 
Category _8. Gives opinions. This category is the opposite of 
Category 6. It has the same substantive meaning 
with the exception that the supervisor is "giving" 
not '"asking." 
Category 9^. Gives Suggestions. In a like manner as Category 8, 
this one has the opposite meaning as 7. The differ­
ence is in the ''giving" instead of "asking." 
Category 10. Criticism. This category includes all negative 
value judgments about the teacher, his behavior in 
the classroom, teaching methodology, competency, 
etc. It also includes any behavior on the part of 
the supervisor that can be interpreted as defensive, 
aggressive, or tension-producing. 
Teacher behavior 
Category 11. Asks for information, opinions, or suggestions. 
This is task-oriented behavior on the part of the 
teacher. It is the teacher-counterpart of Catego­
ries 4, 6, and 7. 
Category 12. Gives information, opinions. or suggestions. This 
category, similar to Category 11, is the teacher 
counter-part to Categories 5, 8, and 9. 
Category 13. Positive Social Emotional Behavior. This behavior 
is described in the same way as that in Category 1. 
It is not task-oriented and helps build the super­
visory relationship. Encouragement would probably 
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not be found as constituting very much in the way of 
a teacher's repertoire in this category. Statements 
that convey agreement by choice are part of this 
category, but those that indicate compliance in the 
face of supervisor power are not. 
Category 14. Negative social emotional behavior. Any behavior on 
the part of the teacher that tends to disrupt the 
supervisory relationship, produce tension or convey 
defensiveness on his part is part of this category. 
Compliance in the fact of supervisory power is 
defined as defensiveness as is rationalization. 
Category 15. Silence or confusion. lOiis category is used when 
there is silence or both supervisor and teacher are 
talking at the same time so that it becomes impos­
sible to categorize behavior specifically. An 
exception would be when there is silence after a 
behavior on the part of either supervisor or teacher 
that seems to have the effect of producing defen­
siveness (either Category 10 or 14, depending at 
whom the original behavior was aimed). 
The use of the Blumberg System required memorizing the 15 categories 
until "thinking in numbers" became automatic (Blumberg, 1970, p. 6). In 
analyzing the verbal behavior, the category number of the verbal behavior 
that is occurring at the moment is recorded every three seconds. This 
resulted in about 20 category numbers per minute being recorded. However, 
if the verbal interaction changed within the three-second interval, the 
number of the category that was changed to was also recorded. The category 
numbers were recorded in vertical sequence on a recording sheet (20 by 15 
matrix) developed by the investigator (Appendix B). Some helpful ground 
rules suggested by Blumberg (1970, p. 6) are also found in Appendix B. 
Each audiotape was analyzed the entire length of the conference 
recording or as long as it was audible. Interaction time was determined by 
dividing the total number of frequencies resulting from the analysis of a 
conference by 20. Generally, 20 tallies would equal one minute. More than 
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20 tallies per minute would result when there was a category change within 
the three-second interval; hence interaction time would be somewhat differ­
ent from minutes-
The three-second interval was maintained by a signal that was recorded 
directly on each audiotape by the personnel at the Media Resources Center 
at Iowa State University. Having the signal put directly on the audiotape 
instead of using another audiotape with the signals increased the precision 
of coding and involved the use of only one tape recorder. This method of 
signaling also allowed the replaying of audiotapes without the concern that 
the signal recording and conference recording would not be synchronized. 
Following the recording of verbal behavior on the 20 by 15 matrix, the 
frequencies of overlapping pairs of categories were entered on a 15 by 15 
matrix by a computer program developed by the Numerical Analysis and Data 
Processing Laboratory at Iowa State University. Frequency counts converted 
to percentage for each category of behavior were obtained as well as per­
centage for the six steady state areas and selected combinations of cate­
gories. A description of the six steady state areas and category combina­
tions are found in Appendix B-
Transferring tallies (Blumberg, 1970, p. 8) to a matrix involved con­
sidering the numbers of the categories tallied in pairs and finding the 
appropriate cell in the matrix to insert the tally. The first number in a 
pair is the 'row' number and the second is the 'column' number. The appro­
priate cell is the cell where the row and the column meet. 
Reliability of the investigator as an observer was established before 
analysis of the audiotaped supervisory conferences using the Blumberg Sys­
tem began. One member of the home economics education staff at Iowa State 
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University who had completed research using a verbal interaction analysis 
system agreed to work with a graduate student who had supervised student 
teachers and the investigator in establishing reliability. 
Each group member was given a copy of the Blumberg System and a set of 
flash cards to study before the first group meeting. During the first 
meeting, categories were discussed, suggestions for memorizing the system, 
and plans for developing and duplicating materials needed idiile practicing 
were made by the staff member. During the training sessions, the group 
advanced from the analysis of written materials to that of an audiotaped 
conference between a student teacher and her cooperating teacher. After 
practicing and discussing disagreements, each group member analyzed inde­
pendently an audiotaped conference which was not a part of the study, and a 
reliability assessment was made. Reliability coefficients were determined 
by the use of the Scott's formula (1955, p. 323). This formula was sug­
gested by Flanders (1967, p. 161) for determining the reliability of 
observers in interaction analysis. It was also used in studies involving 
interaction analysis at Iowa State University by Kalbfleisch (1967, p. 25), 
Zimmerman (1970, p. 75), and Adams (1970, p. 36). The formula is as fol­
lows: 
P - P 
o e 
TT - 1 - p 
e 
P = percentage of agreement of two observers when coding the 
o 
same data independently 
P^ = percentage of agreement of two observers to be expected 
on the basis of chance (Scott, 1955, p. 323). 
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The reliability coefficient was computed on the basis of the total 
number of tallies for each observer by category. The resulting reliability 
coefficients from the analysis of the audiotape were .90 for Observer A and 
the investigator, .87 for Observer B and the investigator, and -87 for 
Observers A and B. The mean reliability coefficient for the group was .88. 
Interobserver reliability was further assessed by the analysis of two 
additional audiotapes. The tapes were independently analyzed by each group 
member. The reliability coefficients for Observer A and the investigator. 
Observer B and the investigator, and Observers A and B were .89, .88, and 
.88, respectively. The mean reliability coefficient for the group was .87. 
Resulting reliability coefficients for the second audiotape were .88, 
.88, and .86, respectively. The mean reliability coefficient was .87. 
Since Flanders (1967, p. 166) recommended a reliability coefficient of 
.85 or better for interrater reliability, the investigator felt prepared to 
proceed with the analysis of the audiotaped conferences for the study. 
In an effort to eliminate the influence of extraneous factors, the 
investigator analyzed audiotapes randomly. During the analysis, interob­
server reliability was checked at two points. After about half of the 
audiotapes had been analyzed by the investigator, one audiotape was 
selected for analysis by Observer B. A coefficient of interobserver reli­
ability of .87 was computed for Observer B and the investigator. The proc­
ess was repeated when all the tapes had been analyzed. The reliability 
coefficient for Observer B and the investigator was .86. 
Intraobserver reliability assessment followed the same pattern as that 
of interobserver assessment. An audiotaped conference was selected at ran­
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dom from each of the two groups of tapes for a second analysis by the 
investigator. The intraobserver reliability coefficents were .93 and .90. 
Since Observer B assisted in analysis of audiotapes to be included in 
the study, one audiotaped conference was randomly selected from the group 
she analyzed for a second analysis by her. Resulting intrarater reliabil­
ity coefficient was .86. 
Demographic data for cooperating teachers 
A two-page 13-item questionnaire (Appendix C) was developed by the 
investigator to collect demographic information for the 16 cooperating 
teachers who had student teachers under the two grading systems. Included 
were items concerning the number of years employed as a home economics 
teacher at the junior or senior high school level, the year in which the 
bachelor's and master's degrees were received, number of credits above the 
present degree held, years since last course for academic credit was com­
pleted, courses taken in supervision and/or guidance, self-evaluation of 
preparation for serving as a cooperating teacher, number of student teach­
ers supervised, number of years in present school, and self-evaluation of 
level of job satisfaction. 
Demographic and personality data for student teachers 
To collect selected demographic and personality data for student 
teachers from files in the Home Economics Education Department, a one-page 
instrument (Appendix C) was developed by the investigator. Items included 
area of subject matter concentration, cumulative grade point average before 
student teaching, grades received in home economics education courses 406, 
407, 410, and 417, Emotional Stability (ES) and Conformity (C) scores from 
the Minnesota Counseling Inventory (MCI), and four scores from the Just 
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Suppose Inventory (JS), Attitude toward the foreign born. Attitude toward , 
people with different educational backgrounds. Attitude toward low income 
groups, and Attitude toward middle- and upper-class groups. All of the 
variables except subject matter concentration have been used in research in 
student teaching at Iowa State University (Crabtree, 1965; Forgrave, 1970). 
Characteristics of the supervisory- conference instrument 
A search of the literature revealed no instrument appropriate for 
obtaining the characteristics of the supervisory conference perceived 
important by cooperating teachers and student teachers. To get individual 
responses from cooperating teachers and student teachers, two open ended 
instruments were developed. The first step in the development of the 
instruments was to identify aspects of the conference that seemed important. 
The first draft of the instruments was checked for clarity and comprehen­
siveness by a graduate student who had been a cooperating teacher and was 
also working on research in student teaching. After revisions were made, 
the cooperating teacher instrument included five items; the one for student 
teachers included seven items. Four items were the same for both instru­
ments. A copy of each instrument is found in Appendix D. 
Conference content analysis instrument 
The Supervisor-Teacher Interaction System by Blumberg (1970) focuses 
on behavior, not content. The authors further stated that behavior of 
supervisors and teachers cannot be fully understood without reference to 
the content around which they interact (Blumberg & Cusick, 1970, p. 130). 
A perusal of the literature produced no instrument appropriate for analyz­
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ing content of conferences. After summarizing ideas from the literature, 
studying evluation instruments (Gritzmacher, 1967; Forgrave, 1970; 
Clawson, 1973), and listening to audiotaped conferences between cooperating 
teachers and student teachers, a tentative list of items that might be dis­
cussed during supervisory conferences was made. 
To establish content validity, five members of the investigator's 
committee along with a home economics education staff member were asked to 
study the list of items and offer suggestions for additions or deletions. 
Each person asked to respond was directly involved with student teaching or 
had previously supervised student teaching. After individual conferences 
with each person, revisions were made. To further validate content, six 
college supervisors at Iowa State University were asked to study the list 
and check items they thought were important to discuss during supervisory 
conferences. A summary of the responses revealed that all items were 
important to discuss in supervisory conferences. However, it was pointed 
out that the need for discussing an item would depend on the needs of the 
student teacher. Suggested revisions were made and items organized into 
ten categories similar to the student teaching evaluation instrument that 
was presently being used by cooperating teachers in the study (Forgrave, 
1970). 
The conference content analysis instrument contains 11 categories. 
The first ten categories are concerned with personal qualities of the stu­
dent teacher, lesson plans, teaching strategies, classroom management, com­
munity experiences, faculty relationship, extracurricular activities, pro­
fessional goals, school and community orientation, and student teaching ori­
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entation. Category 11 was added to accommodate silence, confusion, or 
irrelevant topics. 
Determining tallying procedures was the next step in instrumentation. 
A study of observation instruments (Simon & Boyer, 1970) revealed nothing 
better and easier to use than the tallying procedures used in analyzing 
conferences using the Blumberg System. A combination of ideas from inter­
action analysis and content analysis research (Kerlinger, 1964, p. 547) 
resulted in the development of a recording sheet with each category listed 
and a matrix (11 by 36) for tallying content of conferences. The tempo for 
tallying was on the same order as that for the Blumberg System. Every 
three seconds a tally was marked in the category that was being mentioned. 
If more than one category was mentioned during the three-second interval, 
then a tally for each category change was recorded. In that interaction 
was not important in analyzing content, no effort was made to preserve the 
identity of the speaker or the order of occurrence of categories. To 
facilitate the summary of tallies in each category, the matrix was designed 
so that five tallies per cell could be recorded. 
After the investigator was successful in analyzing several audiotape# 
conferences using the system developed, the same group that helped to 
establish reliability for using the Blumberg System was contacted to fur­
ther assist in the development and use of the conference content instru­
ment. After group members studied the instrument and attempted to analyze 
à transcript of a conference, further revisions were made in the instrument 
as well as in the guidelines for using the instrument. Training procedures 
and establishment of reliability followed that for the Blumberg System. 
67 
However, it was not necessary to memorize the categories because they were 
listed on the recording sheet. A copy of the outline of the categories, a 
recording sheet, and aids in differentiating categories are found in Appen­
dix E. 
After the establishment of mean reliability coefficients of .87 and 
.94 from the independent analysis of two audiotaped conferences by the 
investigator and two observers, the investigator proceeded to analyze the 
audiotaped conferences for the study. 
To assess interobserver reliability after the analysis of the tapes 
had been completed by the investigator. Observer B analyzed two audiotaped 
conferences that were randomly selected. Interobserver reliability coef­
ficients were .92 and .88. 
Twice during the content analysis of audiotapes, intraobserver reli­
ability was assessed. In comparing the first analysis with the second 
analysis from two randomly selected audiotapes, reliability coefficients of 
.96 and .97 were computed. 
Collection of Data 
Arrangements for conducting the study 
Arrangements for conducting the study were initially done by the home 
economics education department at Iowa State University. Letters were sent 
to school administrators, cooperating teachers, and student teachers 
explaining the main purpose of the present research in student teaching 
which included the study by Clawson (1973) and this study. After the 19 
administrators who were contacted agreed to the participation of their home 
economics teachers in the research, cooperating teachers were asked to meet 
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with one of the researchers and representatives from the university to dis­
cuss the details of collecting data. All cooperating teachers agreed to 
participate in the two proposed studies of student teaching under two grad­
ing systems. (Copies of the correspondence are found in Appendix A.) 
After details of obtaining student teachers' participation were com­
pleted, letters explaining procedures for data collection were sent to 
cooperating teachers and student teachers at their teaching centers in late 
August, 1971. Code numbers were assigned to all student teachers to iden­
tify data collected. Each student teacher was asked to audiotape three 
supervisory conferences with her cooperating teacher. The first two con­
ferences were to be audiotaped soon after the two audiotaped classroom ses­
sions taught by student teachers in connection with Clawson's study (1973). 
The first conference was to be audiotaped soon after a class session taught 
at the beginning of a unit three to four weeks in length, and the second 
conference was to be audiotaped soon after a class session taught near the 
end of the unit. The last conference audiotaped was the final evaluation 
of the total student teaching experience. 
Audiotapes to be used in recording conferences by the first group of 
student teachers were mailed along with the procedures for collecting data. 
The second group of student teachers received information about the study 
during the last week of fall quarter 1972 from the head of the home econom­
ics education department. At that time, they were also given letters 
describing the collection of data and three audiotapes for recording con­
ferences. All students in this group were graded on the A-F system and had 
no choice in selecting a grading option. Student teachers who were 
assigned to cooperating teachers who had student teachers fall quarter were 
asked to audiotape their supervisory conferences. 
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During the regular fall meeting for cooperating teachers, guidelines 
for grading were reviewed. The guidelines used as a means to keep grading 
of student teaching as consistent as possible resulted from a study of 
recommendations written by Iowa State University home economics education 
cooperating teachers and college supervisors. After a summary of the de­
scriptions of distinguishing characteristics of students who were assigned 
grades of A, B, or C was made by the investigator, college supervisors 
studied the summary, made suggestions, and recommended that the report be 
presented to cooperating teachers. The summairy along with suggestions for 
assigning grades in student teaching was presented to cooperating teachers 
during the fall meeting. After a discussion of the report, the decision to 
use satisfactory when the student teacher could be recommended for certifi­
cation and fail when she could not be recommended for certification was 
made by the cooperating teachers. They also decided to follow suggestions 
as outlined on the handout for assigning A,B,C,D,F (see Appendix G). 
Administration of instruments 
The individual supervisory conference open-ended instrument All 
student teachers who did their student teaching in Iowa during the 1971-
1972 academic year responded to the individual supervisory conference open-
ended instrument during the first class period of Home Economics Education 
410 after returning to Iowa State University from their student teaching 
experience. A total of 117 student teachers responded to the instrument. 
Each cooperating teacher responded to the open-ended supervisory 
conference instrument mailed to them fall quarter and winter quarter after 
the student teacher had left the center. During spring quarter, instruments 
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were mailed to cooperating teachers who had not participated before and to 
the cooperating teacher who was supervising a student teacher under the A-F 
grading system; this cooperating teacher had supervised a student teacher 
under the S-F option fall quarter. 
Forty-four cooperating teachers returned 61 completed open-ended 
instruments. During fall, winter, and spring quarters, 24, 28, and 9 coop­
erating teachers, respectively, returned completed instruments- Two coop­
erating teachers returned instruments with no responses winter quarter 
whereas one cooperating teacher did not return the instrument spring quar­
ter. Seventeen cooperating teachers responded to the instrument twice. 
Demographic data for cooperating teachers The 16 cooperating 
teachers responded to the personal data sheet. A copy of the personal data 
sheet is in Appendix C. 
Personality and demographic data for student teachers During fall 
quarter 1972 and winter quarter 1973, the investigator collected personal­
ity and demographic data from home economics education files, home econom­
ics placement files, and the registrar's office for 76 students who did 
their student teaching fall quarter 1971 and winter and spring quarters 
1972. All necessary data were found and recorded for each student teacher. 
Audiotaped conferences The first two audiotaped conferences were 
mailed along with the audiotaped class sessions to Clawson (1973) within a 
week of the taping of the classes. However, if a college supervisor made a 
visit within the week of recording, the audiotapes were given to the col-
• "i 
lege supervisor for delivery. The final audiotaped conference was either 
mailed to the university or brought back by the student teacher upon her 
return to campus from the student teaching center. When teaching audio­
tapes were returned for a second recording because they were inaudible or 
class sessions were inappropriate, the conference audiotapes were also 
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returned for taping again. Returning audiotaped conferences for the study 
fall, winter, and spring quarters were 33, 27, and 1 student teacher(s), 
respectively. All student teachers requested to audiotape supervisory con­
ferences honored the request. 
Analysis of Data 
To determine if S-F and A-F systems of grading and selected demographic 
and personality characteristics of cooperating teachers and student teach­
ers affected the supervisory conference, data were treated statistically. 
Specific objectives were to determine if the verbal interaction of cooper­
ating teachers and student teachers and content of supervisory conferences 
differed under two grading systems, and over time. Conference characteris­
tics perceived important by cooperating teachers and student teachers were 
identified by means of descriptive analysis of the data. 
Demographic data 
A coding plan for demographic data for cooperating teachers was devel­
oped, and data were coded by hand. Data with identification numbers for 
cooperating teachers were key punched. A frequency count was obtained. 
Personality and demographic data for student teachers 
Personality and demographic data gathered for student teachers were 
coded by hand. Frequency counts were obtained. 
Characteristics of supervisory conferences 
Data obtained from responses of cooperating teachers and student 
teachers to a series of open-ended items related to the supervisory confer­
ence were categorized and summarized by grading system. A copy of the 
response categories is found in Appendix D. 
Audiotaped conferences 
Data from the analyses of 144 audiotaped conferences using the Blum-
berg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction and the content analysis sys­
tem for 50 student teachers and their 16 cooperating teachers were sub­
mitted for key punching. Recording sheets were identified with code num­
bers of student teachers and cooperating teachers. 
Data for six conferences were missing due to improper audiotaping by 
subjects and/or processing by personnel at the Iowa State University Media 
Resources Center. Two audiotapes were returned to the investigator at the 
end of the student teaching experience with nothing recorded. It was too 
late to ask the subjects to record again. In the process of recording the 
signal to indicate the three-second interval, the voices on four audiotapes 
were mistakenly erased or overpowered by the signal. 
Data for one student teacher were lost completely from the study 
because only one audiotape was audible enough to be analyzed. When data for 
one conference were missing, the remaining data were included in the study. 
The mean score resulting from the data that were analyzed for the subject 
was used in the empty cell. Hie data that were missing for four student 
teachers involved the first conference for one student teacher, the final 
conference for another student teacher, and conference two for each of two 
student teachers. Hence, data for 143 audiotaped conferences recorded by 
49 student teachers and their 16 cooperating teachers were used. 
The Blumberg Sys tem of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction Verbal 
interaction data for cooperating teachers and student teachers were ana­
lyzed and tallied from the audiotapes using the Blumberg System of Super­
visor-Teacher Interaction. Recording sheets for each conference were pre­
pared for key punching. A program for transferring tallies to a matrix was 
developed by the personnel at the Iowa State Statistical Laboratory. Data 
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were compiled by frequency count on a 15 by 15 matrix for each conference. 
Frequencies were computed in the six steady state areas and selected combi­
nations of categories (see Appendix B). Frequencies were converted to per­
centages and ratios for use in testing for differences between the two 
grading systems, cooperating teachers, and time of conferences. 
Conference content Conference content was analyzed and tallied 
from the audiotaped conferences using the instrument developed by the 
investigator. Frequency counts by category were summed before data were 
key punched. To test for differences between the two grading systems, 
cooperating teachers and time of conferences, percentage by category was 
computed for each conference. 
Percent figures were used in the analyses because the length of con­
ferences varied widely. Hence, this was a procedure for equalizing the 
data from the conferences. 
Tests for the effects of grading system. cooperating teacher, and time of 
conference 
To study the effects of systems used in grading student teaching, the 
effects of cooperating teacher and differences in time of conference for 
six^ of the seven cooperating teachers used by Clawson (1973, p. 78), the 
data were analyzed using a three factor analysis of variance with one 
repeated measure. The model on which the analysis was based was (Winer,-
1971, p. 560); 
"ijta - P + + Pj + aPij + 
+ Yk + + ^ jk + "^IJk + VtadJ) + 
^Due to the partial loss of data for cooperating teacher 3, cooperat­
ing teachers 4, 5, 6, and 7 became 3, 4, 5, 6, respectively, for this anal­
ysis. 
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i = 1, 2 
j  =  1  . . .  6  
k = 1, 2, 3 
m = 4 
n = overall mean 
a = grading system 
p = cooperating teacher 
TT = error (a) 
Y = time of conference 
e = error (b) 
A summary of the analysis of variance design used and the correspond­
ing components of variance are shown in Table 2 (Winer, 1971, p. 561). All 
effects are regarded as fixed. The .05 level of significance is required 
for the rejection of the hypotheses. 
In addition to the above analysis, the data for all 16 cooperating 
teachers were analyzed using a 2 x 16 x 3 fixed effects linear analysis of 
variance model. Some of the 16 cooperating teachers had one or two student 
teachers under the S-F system of grading and two or three student teachers-
under the A-F system of grading while other cooperating teachers had only 
one student teacher under each grading system. Therefore, in order for the 
data to conform to a balanced analysis, mean conference scores were com­
puted across student teachers within each grading system for those cooper­
ating teachers who had more than one student teacher under each grading 
system. The mean scores were used in the analysis of variance computa­
tions, The model was 
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Table 2 
Components of Variance for Three-Way Factorial Analysis 
with One Repeated Measure (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Source of variation df E(MS) 
Between subjects npq-1 
A (system of grading) p-1 
B (cooperating teacher) q-1 
AB (p-i)(q-i) 
Subj. w. groups 
[error (between)] pq(n-l) 
Within subjects npq(r-l) 
C (conference session) r-1 
AC (p-1)(r-1) 
BC (q-1)(r-1) 
ABC (p-1)(q-1)(r-1) 
C X subj. w. groups 
[error (within)] pq(n-l)(r-l) 
23 
1 
2 
TT 
2 
+ nqra^ 
5 
2 
TT 
2 
+np5jp 
5 
2 2 
+ % 
TT 
12 
2 
TT 
48 
2 
2 
YTT 
2 
+ npqj 
2 
2 
YTT 
10 
2 
•"V 
10 
2 
""V 
24 
2 
a 
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Yijk = K + Pj + Yk + û'B. . + QVik + PYjk + ®ijk 
i = 1, 2 
j  =  1  . . .  1 6  
k = 3 
a = method of grading 
P = cooperating teacher 
Y = time of conference 
The summary of the analysis of variance format and the corresponding 
components of variance are shown in Table 3. All effects were regarded 
fixed- Level of significance for rejection of the hypotheses was .05. 
Table 3 
Components of Variance for Three-Way Factorial 
Analysis (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Source of variation df 
Components 
of variance 
A (system of grading) (p-1) 
B (cooperating teacher) (q-1) 
C (time of conference) (r-1) 
A X B 
A X C 
B X C 
Error 
(p-1)(q-1) 
(p-l)(r-l) 
(q-l)(r-l) 
(p-1)(q-1)(r-1) 
1 
15 
2 
15 
2 
30 
30 
2 ^ , , 2 
a + nbck. 
A 
2  ^  , 2  
a + nack 
2 2 
cx + nabkg 
2  ^  , 2  
2 2 
0. + nakgc 
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The results of the descriptive analysis and the effect of system used 
in grading student teaching on conferences are reported in this section. 
The first part reports a summary of demographic and personality data for 
cooperating teachers and student teachers. The second part includes find­
ings and discussion from the factorial analysis of variance of the verbal 
interaction and content analyses of audiotaped conferences between the 
cooperating teacher and student teacher by system used in grading student 
teaching. The final part includes findings and discussion from descriptive 
analyses of responses in regard to the supervisory conference for both 
cooperating teachers and student teachers. 
Demographic and Personality Data 
Cooperating teachers 
The 16 cooperating teachers who had student teachers under the two 
grading systems varied widely in the number of years they had been employed 
as a teacher of home economics at the junior high or senior high school 
level. The range of number of years employed was three to 34. %e mean 
for the total group was 10.5. 
A wide variation in the number of years since the 16 cooperating 
teachers received their bachelor's degree was noted. The range was three 
to 34 years with a mean of 16.6 years. Eight of the 16 cooperating teach­
ers had earned a master's degree. Of that number, three had earned the 
degree within the past two years; the other five had received the degree in 
the preceding three to 22 years. 
Five of the eight cooperating teachers who had earned master's degrees 
had also earned additional academic credits. A wide variation in the num­
ber of quarter credits earned was shown, ranging from 10 to 64.5. 
Of the eight cooperating teachers who had not earned a master's degree, 
only one had earned no credits beyond the bachelor's degree. The other 
seven had earned from 24 to 90 quarter credits beyond the bachelor's degree. 
Eight of the 16 cooperating teachers had earned academic credit within 
the past school year, 1970-1971; for the other eight, seven had earned aca­
demic credit within the past four years. One teacher had not earned aca­
demic credit for 17 years. 
Eight of the cooperating teachers had completed a course in supervision 
whereas six had completed a course in guidance. In a self-rating of their 
formal preparation for serving as a cooperating teacher, 11 rated it excel­
lent or superior, three rated it average, and two rated it below average. 
The number of years cooperating teachers had served as a cooperating 
teacher before the 1971-1972 academic year ranged from zero to seven years. 
One cooperating teacher was supervising student teachers for the first 
time, nine had served less than three years, three had served four years, 
and one, seven years. For the 15 cooperating teachers who had served as a 
cooperating teacher from one to seven years, the mean was 2.5 years. 
The 16 cooperating teachers varied widely in the number of student 
teachers they had supervised. One cooperating teacher had supervised no 
student teachers whereas another cooperating teacher who had been a college 
supervisor had supervised 65 student teachers. 
The number of years cooperating teachers had worked at their present 
schools showed wide variability. The range was from one to 29 years with a 
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mean of seven years. Twelve of the cooperating teachers had worked at 
their present schools between three and 13 years. 
Cooperating teachers were very similar in expressing their level of 
job satisfaction. Fifteen of the cooperating teachers indicated that they 
were highly satisfied with their jobs while one cooperating teacher indi­
cated that her job was moderately satisfying. 
Student teachers 
The area of subject matter concentration within home economics for the 
student in the two comparison groups, 22 under S-F system of grading and 27 
under the A-F system of grading student teaching, is shown in Table 4. A 
requirement of the area of concentration is that students must earn at 
least 12 credits in a general or designated area within the field of home 
economics. 
The 49 student teachers under the two grading systems for student 
teaching were very similar in regard to cumulative grade point average 
Table 4 
Area of Concentration for Student Teachers in the Comparison Groups 
Frequency 
Area of concentration S-F A-F 
Applied art 
Food and nutrition 
Home management and family economics 
Housing 
Human development 
Textiles and clothing 
General home economics 
Total 
0 
0 
0 
3 
2 
11 
6 
22 
1 
1 
0 
2 
5 
15 
3 
27 
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(CGPA) before student teaching. The 22 student teachers under the S-F sys­
tem of grading had a mean CGPA of 3.0 with a standard * deviation of .43, and 
the CGPA for the 27 student teachers under the A-F system of grading was 
2.97 with a standard deviation of .38. 
Grades earned by the 49 student teachers under the two grading systems 
in courses in home economics education are shown in Table 5. 
Table 5 
Grades Earned by Students in Home Economics Education Courses 
Frequency 
S-F A-F 
Course A B C A B C 
Home economics education 
406 (Methods) 8 13 1 14 13 0 
Home economics education 
407 (Student teaching) 12 8 2^ 17 9 1 
Home economics education 
410 (Program planning) 13 9 0 12 15 0 
Home economics education 
417 (Community experience) 18 3 1 21 5 1 
^Grades reported are grades that would have been assigned by cooperat­
ing teachers if traditional letter grades had been required (Clawson, 1973). 
Personality measures Scores for student teachers under the S-F 
system of grading on the Emotional Stability Scale of the Minnesota Coun­
seling Inventory (MCI) ranged from two to 33 with a mean of 14.2. For the 
A-F group, the range of scores was zero to 25 with a mean of 11.6. 
Student teachers under the S-F system of grading had scores ranging 
from six to 16 on the Conformity Scale of the MCI with a mean of 9.6. 
Scores for the A-F group ranged from four to 14 with a mean of 8.9. 
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Scores of students for each of the four selected groups of items from 
t h e  J u s t  S u p p o s e  I n v e n t o r y  ( J S I )  a r e  s h o w n  i n  T a b l e  6 .  
Table 6 
Scores of Student Teachers on Selected Groups of Items 
from the Just Suppose Inventory 
Scores 
S-F A-F 
Group of items Range Mean Range Mean 
Attitude toward foreign born 46--74 62. 1 55 -72 61, .7 
Attitude toward people with different 
educational backgrounds 44--68 58. 5 44--70 58. 9 
Attitude toward low-income groups 44--66 56. 2 39--71 57. 1 
Attitude toward middle- and upper-
class groups 47-•64 54. 9 46--48 55. 3 
Summary 
Inspection of the findings from demographic and personality data shows 
that cooperating teachers vary widely on the items assessed. They were 
someiAiat more similar in the number of years they had served as a cooperat­
ing teacher, in rating their formal preparation for serving as a cooperating 
teacher, and highly similar in expressing their level of job satisfaction. 
As noted from a study of the demographic and personality data for the 
two groups of student teachers, they show great similarity. Most student 
teachers in both groups had an area of concentration in textiles and cloth­
ing. It is interesting to note that under the S-F system of grading that 
somewhat fewer grades of "A" and slightly more grades of "C" would have 
been assigned by cooperating teachers if traditional letter grades had been 
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required. From the number of subjects in the study and the data reported, 
it cannot be determined whether this slight variation is due to a decline 
in performance by student teachers as assessed by cooperating teachers or 
to the fact that cooperating teachers evaluate differently when the tradi­
tional letter grade is not reported. 
Effects of Grading System, Cooperating Teacher, and 
Time of Conference for Six Cooperating Teachers 
The results reported in this section are based on conference scores 
for six cooperating teachers who had two student teachers under each grad­
ing system, satisfactory-fail (S-F) and A,B,C,D,F (A-F). A three-factor 
analysis of variance with one repeated measure was computed for each con­
ference variable resulting from the analyses of conferences using the Blum-
berg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction and the conference content 
instrument. Significant F-ratios for some main effects and/or the interac­
tions were obtained in 10 of the 19 analyses of variance for data from the 
Blumberg System and nine of the 11 analyses of variance for data from the 
conference content instrument. 
The Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction 
Significant F-ratios for each dependent variable for each source of 
variance resulting from the Blumberg System are shown in Table 7. Appendix 
G shows the analysis of variance table for each variable. 
Area A, Building and maintaining interpersonal relationships, vari­
able 1^ System of grading was a significant source of variance beyond 
the .01 level for Area A. The mean scores for system of grading were 2.62 
for S-F and .137 for A-F (see Table 8) which suggest that cooperating 
Table 7 
Significant F-ratios by Area and Combination of Categories from the Blumberg 
System for Each Source of Variance (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Source* 
Area or combination of categories A B AxB C AxC BxC AxBxC 
1. 
3. 
6 .  
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
12, 
14. 
17. 
Building and maintaining 
interpersonal relationships 
(Area A) 
Working on the information-
data level (Area C) 
Controlling student teach­
er's behavior (Area F) 
Cooperating teacher talk 
Student teacher talk 
Silence and confusion 
Cooperating teacher talk/ 
student teacher talk 
Cooperating teacher; 
Indirect/direct behavior 
Cooperating teacher; Ask­
ing information, opinions, 
suggestions/giving informa­
tion, opinions, suggestions 
Interaction time 
28.08** 
5.52* 
15.02** 
19.63** 
8.95* 
14.88** 
5.48* 
6.10** 
4.78* 
3.15* 
8.32** 
4.49* 
3.44* 
27.93** 
5.52* 3.08* 
11.91** 
3.18* 
5.42* 
3.73** 
3.57** 
4.11** 
27.92** 4.08* 
*The sources of variance are identified as 
A = grading systems 
B = cooperating teacher 
C = time of conference. 
*p<.05. 
**p<. 01. 
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Table 8 
Mean Scores by System of Grading by Area and Combination of Categories 
•from the Blumberg System (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean scores 
Area or combination of categories S-F A-F 
1. Building and maintaining interpersonal rela­
tionships (Area A) .262* .137* 
2. Utilization of student teacher's ideas 
(Area B) .394 .374 
3. Working on the information-data level (Area C) .605 .667 
4. Working on the opinion data level (Area D) .509 .469 
5. Methodology and/or control (Area E) .579 .601 
6. Controlling student teacher's behavior 
(Area F) .126 .067 
7. Cooperating teacher talk .538 .531 
8. Student teacher talk .438 .449 
9. Silence and confusion .024 .019 
10. Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher talk 1.45 1.29 
11. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information .212 .161 
12. Cooperating teacher; indirect/direct behavior .717 .443* 
13. Cooperating teacher: positive/negative social 
emotional behavior 
14. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information. 
.208* opinions, suggestions .344* 
15. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving opinions ^ .941 .796 
16. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving suggestions b 
17. Interaction time*^ 26.58* 29.82® 
18. Student teacher; asking/giving information 
19. Student teacher; positive/negative behavior 
^There was a significant difference between grading systems beyond the 
.01 level. 
^There was a significant difference between grading systems beyond the 
.05 level. 
^Usable data for this variable did not exist. 
^This score is expressed in minutes. 
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teachers were more accepting of the student teachers' feelings, gave more 
encouragement and praise under the S-F than under the A-F grading system. 
Cooperating teacher was also a significant source of variance beyond 
the .01 level for Area A, indicating a substantial amount of difference 
between cooperating teachers with mean scores ranging from .063 for cooper­
ating teacher 2 to .344 for cooperating teacher 4. All mean scores for the 
six cooperating teachers for conference variables from the Blumberg System 
are in Table 9. 
Time of conference as a source of variance was significant beyond the 
.05 level. The highest mean score of .233 was observed for conference 3 
(Table 10) which indicates that cooperating teachers used significantly 
more building and maintaining interpersonal relationship behavior in the 
third conference than in the first two conferences. The cooperating 
teacher by time of conference (BC) interaction suggests that the use of 
Area A by cooperating teachers varied by cooperating teacher and time of 
conference. No discernible pattern in scores by cooperating teacher by 
conference time is evident. Mean scores for the BC source of variance are 
in Appendix G. 
Area jC, Working on the information-data level, variable 2 The 
sources of variance which were significant for Area C were the grading sys­
tem, cooperating teacher, and the grading system by time of conference 
(AC) interaction. The higher mean score, .667, observed for the A-F system 
of grading could mean that cooperating teachers gave and asked for signifi­
cantly more information under the A-F than the S-F system of grading. The 
scores for cooperating teachers (p<.05) ranged from .578 for cooperating 
teacher 2 to .733 for cooperating teacher 3. 
Table 9 
Mean Scores by Cooperating Teacher by Conference Variable 
from the Blumberg System (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean score 
Cooper- Conference variable 
ating Area A 
teacher 1 
Area B 
2 
Area C 
3b 
Area D 
4 
Area E 
5 
Area F 
6* 7" 8" 9" 
1 .217 .402 .586 .501 .579 .203 .466 .514 .019 
2 .063 .293 .578 .412 .595 .175 .527 .439 .033 
3 .067 .347 .733 .549 .532 .000 .533 .464 .003 
4 .334 .045 .732 .488 .634 .000 .619 .365 .015 
5 .235 .340 .608 .483 .559 .158 .449 .502 .048 
6 .281 .454 .581 .497 .642 .042 .612 .377 .011 
^There was a significant difference between cooperating teachers at 
the .01 level. 
^There was a significant difference between cooperating teachers at 
the .05 level. 
^Usable data for this variable did not exist. 
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Mean score 
Conference variable 
lo" 11 12 13^ 14^ 15 16^ 17* 18^ 19^ 
1.011 .239 .629 .357 .738 33.971 
1.285 .201 .619 .283 .939 23.389 
1.273 .123 .396 .174 .653 33.767 
2.013 .127 .466 .210 .964 16.529 
.090 .234 .668 .315 1 .127 32.642 
1.723 .196 .699 .315 .795 28.992 
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Table 10 
Mean Scores by Time of Conference for Each Conference Variable 
from the Blumberg System (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean scores 
Conference 
Area or combination of categories 1 2 3 
1. Building and maintaining interpersonal 
relationships (Area A) .205* .159* .233* 
2. Utilization of student teacher's ideas 
(Area B) .353 .379 .418 
3. Working on the information-data level 
(Area C) .636 .629 .644 
4. Working on the opinion data level 
(Area D) .500 .444 .524 
5. Methodology and/or control (Area E) .599 .567 .603 
6. Controlling student teacher's behavior 
(Area F) .038 .113 .138 
7. Cooperating teacher talk .535 .519 .549 
8. Student teacher talk .446 .461 .424 
9. Silence and confusion .019* .019* .026 
10. Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher 
talk 1.350 1.258 1.503 
11. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving 
information .189 .189 .181 
12. Cooperating teacher; indirect/direct 
behavior .636 .576 .525 
13. Cooperating teacher; positive/negative 
social emotional behavior 
14. Cooperating teacher; asking/giving 
information, opinions, suggestions .295 .291 .241 
15. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving 
opinions .874 .909 .824 
16. Cooperating^teacher; asking/giving 
suggestions d 
17. Interaction time 22.495* 23.991 38.108* 
18. Student teacher; asking/giving informa­
tion 
19. Student teacher: positive/negative 
behavior^ 
^There was a significant difference between time of conferences at the 
-05 level. 
Usable data for this variable did not exist. 
'^This score is expressed in minutes. 
^There was a significant difference between time of conferences at the 
.01 level. 
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The AC interaction, significant beyond the .01 level, indicated the 
cooperating teacher showed no definite pattern of asking and giving infor­
mation by grading system and by time of conference (see Appendix G). 
Area F, Controlling student teachers' behavior, variable ^  Cooper­
ating teachers are a significant source of variance at the .05 level. 
Inspection of mean scores in Table 9 shows that scores ranged from zero for 
cooperating teachers 3 and 4 to .203 for cooperating teacher 1. 
Cooperating teacher talk, variable % Cooperating teacher is a sig­
nificant source of variance with mean scores ranging from .449 for cooper­
ating teacher 5 to .619 for cooperating teacher 4. 
The AB interaction is significant beyond the .05 level, while the BC 
interaction is significant beyond the .01 level. These significant inter­
actions suggest that the amount of teacher talk interacts with not only the 
grading system but also the time of the conference. However, inspection of 
the mean scores shows no discernible pattern of teacher talk varying by 
either of these independent variables. 
Student teacher talk, variable ^  As indicated in Table 7, student 
teacher talk shows a significant difference at the .05 level between coop­
erating teachers and at the .01 level for BC interaction. The mean scores 
(Table 9) for student talk ranged from .365 with cooperating teacher 4 to 
.514 with cooperating teacher 1. Examination of mean scores of student 
teachers by cooperating teacher in relationship to time of conference 
(Table 10) shows that there is no meaningful array of student talk by time 
of conference. 
Silence and confusion, variable 2 Cooperating teacher is a signif­
icant source of variance beyond the .01 level. As seen in Table 9, mean 
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scores for cooperating teachers range from .001 for cooperating teacher 6 
to .048 for cooperating teacher 5. Conference session was a significant 
source of variation beyond the .05 level for silence and confusion. 
Inspection of the mean scores (Table 10) indicates that more silence and 
confusion was observed for conference 3 than conference. 1 or 2. 
Cooperating teacher talk/s tudent teacher talk, variable 10 The 
cooperating teacher was a source of variance (p<.05) for variable 10. Mean 
scores ranged from .90 for cooperating teacher 5 to 2.013 for cooperating 
teacher 4. The low scores indicate that student teachers did a high pro­
portion of the talking whereas the high scores indicate that the cooperat­
ing teacher consumed most of the conference time talking. 
The BC interaction implies that cooperating teacher/student teacher 
talk varied by cooperating teacher and conference. An examination of mean 
scores shows no visible pattern by time of conference or by cooperating 
teachers. 
Cooperating teacher; Indirect/direct behavior, variable 12 Table 7 
shows a highly significant source of variance by grading system for vari­
able 11. Inspection of mean scores in Table 8 shows that cooperating 
teachers under the S-F had higher mean scores than those under the A-F sys­
tem which suggests that cooperating teachers under the S-F were more 
indirect in their behavior. Further, the data suggest that cooperating 
teachers under the S-F system gave more encouragement, support, praise, 
asked for more information, opinions, and suggestions than under the A-F 
system of grading. 
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Cooperating teacher; Asking/giving information, opinions, and sugges­
tions. variable 14 The grading system was a highly significant source 
of variance for asking to giving information, opinions, and suggestions. 
Low scores indicate that cooperating teachers tell more than they ask. An 
examination of the mean scores shows .344 for S-F and 2.08 for A-F system 
of grading indicating that cooperating teachers under the S-F system of 
grading involved student teachers in more problem solving behavior than 
under the A-F system of grading. Cooperating teacher was a significant 
source of variance at the .05 level with mean scores ranging from .174 for 
cooperating teacher 3 to .357 for cooperating teacher 1. 
Interaction time, variable 17 Scores for this variable are 
expressed in minutes. An inspection of Table 7 indicates that grading sys­
tem, cooperating teacher, time of conference, and the AC interaction are 
significant sources of variance. 
Interaction time was approximately 30 minutes under the A-F and 
approximately 27 minutes under the S-F system of grading. Mean scores for 
cooperating teachers ranged from approximately 16 minutes for cooperating 
teacher 4 to 34 minutes for cooperating teacher 1. Conference 3 was the 
longest with a mean score of about 38 minutes. Further, grading system and 
time of conference appear to interact to influence the amount of verbal 
interaction in the conference. 
Summary For the six teachers who had two student teachers under 
each grading system, across the 19 conference variables resulting from the 
Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction, there are five which 
appear to be influenced by grading system. They are: 
92 
Variable 1, Area A, Building and maintaining interpersonal relation­
ships 
Variable 3, Area C, Working on the information-data level 
Variable 12, Cooperating teacher: Indirect/direct behavior 
Variable 14, Cooperating teacher: Asking/giving information, opinions, 
suggestions 
Variable 17, Interaction time. 
Higher mean scores were noted under the S-F system of grading for var­
iables 1, 12, and 14 indicating that cooperating teachers were more suppor­
tive and indirect in their behavior with student teachers than under A-F 
system of grading. Higher mean scores for variables 3 and 17 were observed 
under the A-F system of grading which suggests that cooperating teachers 
were more information-data oriented and spent more time in conference with 
student teachers. 
For the 19 variables, there are significant cooperating teacher dif­
ferences for nine. These are: 
Variable 1, Area A, Building and maintaining interpersonal relation­
ships 
Variable 3, Area C, Working on the information-data level 
Variable 6, Area F, Controlling student teacher's behavior 
Variable 7, Cooperating teacher talk 
Variable 8, Student teacher talk 
Variable 9, Silence and confusion 
Variable 10, Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher talk 
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Variable 14, Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information, opinions, 
and suggestions 
Variable 17, Interaction time. 
The large number of differences observed for cooperating teachers may 
be a consequence of the wide variability of demographic characteristics 
reported in the first section of the findings. 
The three variables that are significant for time of conference are: 
Variable 1, Area A, Building and maintaining interpersonal relation­
ships 
Variable 9, Silence and confusion 
Variable 17, Interaction time. 
For the three variables, the highest mean scores were observed for 
conference 3 indicating that more supportive and positive behavior was 
exhibited by cooperating teachers, along with more silence and confusion 
and more interaction time. Most of the silence and confusion that 
occurred during conference was due to interruptions and noise from other 
sources rather than between cooperating teacher and student teacher. 
In addition there are the following significant interactions: one, 
AB; two, AC; and four, EC. Hence, it is apparent that while grading sys­
tem in student teaching has some effect on verbal interaction in the super­
visory conference, the most important independent variable appears to be 
the cooperating teacher. 
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Conference content 
Significant F-ratios for each dependent variable for each source of 
variance resulting from the conference content analysis are shown in 
Table 11. Appendix H shows the analysis of variance table for each vari­
able. 
Personal qualities, variable ^  Cooperating teacher vas a signifi­
cant (p<. 05) source of variance with mean scores (see Table 12) ranging 
from .01 for cooperating teacher 4 to .058 for cooperating teacher 5. Time 
of conference (Table 13) was also significant at the .01 level with a .094 
mean score for conference 3 being the highest. This result indicates that 
cooperating teachers spent more time discussing personal qualities during 
the final conference than during the first two conferences. 
The significant AC and BC interactions suggest that the discussion of 
personal qualities during conferences varied not only by grading system and 
conference time but also by cooperating teacher and time of conference. No 
clearly discernible pattern of amount of conference time spent in discuss­
ing personal qualities is evident. 
Lesson plans, variable 2 Significant source of variance is indi­
cated by the BC and ABC interaction (p<.05). In discussing lesson plans, 
cooperating teachers varied by time of conference. The significant ABC 
interaction suggests that grading system, cooperating teacher, and time of 
conference exert influence on the discussion of lesson plans during confer­
ences. 
Teaching strategies. variable 2 As indicated in Table 11, time of 
conference shows a.highly significant variance for variable 3. Teaching 
Table 11 
Significant F-ratios by Conference Content Category for Each 
Source of Variance (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Source^ 
Conference content category Â B AxB C AxC BxC AxBxC 
1. Personal qualities 4.16* 13.15** 4.20* 2.74* 
2. Lesson plans 2.49* 2.255* 
3. Teaching strategies 64.66** 4.73* 
4. Classroom management 5.55** 6.89** 
5. Community experiences 22.71** 2.49* 
6. Faculty relationship 11.64** 3.75* 
8. Professional goals 4.75* 16.77** 
10. Student teaching orientation 24.97** 3.66* 23.99** 4.55* 
11. Other 4.86* 
The sources of variance are identified as 
A = grading system: 
B = cooperating teacher 
C = time of conference, 
*p<. 05. 
**p<.01. 
Table 12 
Mean Scores by Cooperating Teachers by Conference Content Category (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Cooper- Mean scores 
atlng Conference variable 
teacher la 2 3 4D 5 6 7 8 9 10b lia 
1 .047 .128 .483 .166 .044 .013 .000 .018 .009 .109 .022 
2 .043 .062 .627 .087 .002 .042 .000 .004 .007 .100 .064 
3 .028 .133 .522 .058 .015 .010 .000 .022 .009 .197 .006 
4 .010 .119 .529 .113 .019 .025 .001 .007 .000 .072 .009 
5 .058 .113 .421 .088 .018 .076 .007 .036 .011 .181 .059 
6 .039 .834 .549 .196 .018 .022 .001 .004 .011 .071 .005 
*There was a significant difference between cooperating teachers at the .05 level. 
^There was a significant difference between cooperating teachers at the .01 level. 
97 
Table 13 
Mean Scores by Time of Conference by Content Category 
(Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Time of conference 
^3 
1. Personal qualities .036^ .029 .094 
2. Lesson plans .104 .112* .104* 
3. Teaching strategies .637* .612* .317* 
4. Classroom management .084* .118* .153* 
5. Community experiences .004* .003* .032 
6. Faculty relationship .000 .006 .034* 
7. Extracurricular activities .0 a .0 .005 
8. Professional goals .004 .008* .033* 
9. School and community orientation .009 .004 .010 
10. Student teaching orientation .101 .079* .186* 
11. Other .020 .029 .033 
*There was a significant difference between time of conference at the 
.01 level. 
strategies were discussed most in conference 1, mean score .637, and less 
in the final conference, mean score .317. These scores may reflect the way 
cooperating teachers perceived the purposes of the three conferences. 
The significant (p<.05) AC interaction suggests that the discussion of 
teaching strategies showed no definite pattern by grading system and by time 
of conference. 
Classroom management. variable ^  Cooperating teacher was a highly 
significant source of variance with mean scores ranging from .058 for coop­
erating teacher 3 to .196 for cooperating teacher 6. Time of conference 
was also highly significant for variable 4. The highest mean score, .153, 
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observed was for conference 3 indicating that more time was spent discuss­
ing classroom management during the final conference than during confer­
ences 1 and 2. 
Community experience, variable 2 Time of conference and interac­
tion between cooperating teacher and time of conference were significant 
sources of variance for community experience. The highest mean score of 
.01 indicates that more emphasis was placed on this variable during confer­
ence 3 than in the other two conferences. The BC interaction indicates 
that the amount of time spent discussing community experience varied by 
cooperating teacher and time of conference. Some cooperating teachers 
spent more time discussing community experiences during the first confer­
ence, others the second, and still others the final conference. 
Faculty relationship, variable ^  Significant sources of variance 
are time of conference (p<.01) and AC interaction (p<.05). The mean scores 
by conference range from zero for the first conference to .034 for the 
final conference. Inspection of the mean scores of conference by grading 
system and time of conference indicates that no meaningful pattern in dis­
cussing faculty relationships is evident for the variables represented by 
the AC interaction. 
Professional goals, variable ^  Time of conference and the AB 
interaction were significant sources of variance for professional goals. A 
highly significant difference in conferences over time is indicated in 
Table 11 with mean scores (Table 13) for time of conference showing an 
increase from conference to conference with conference 3 having the highest 
mean score of .033. The AB interaction suggests that discussion of profes­
sional goals is influenced by grading system and the cooperating teacher. 
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Student teaching orientation, variable 10 Significant differences 
are shown for cooperating teacher, time of conference, AB and BC interac­
tion. Mean scores for cooperating teachers ranged from .100 for cooperat­
ing teacher 2 to .197 for cooperating teacher 3. 
The significant conference effect beyond the .01 level indicates that 
cooperating teachers spend more time in summarizing the student teaching 
experience during conference 3, mean score of .186, than in the other two 
conferences. This result was to be expected due to the nature of the three 
conferences as previously mentioned. 
Further, both grading system and time of conference interact with the 
cooperating teacher to influence the discussion related to the student 
teacher's orientation. Neither significant interaction shows a clear-cut 
pattern of how the variables influence this discussion. 
Other, variable 11 This category includes silence, confusion, and 
t 
other irrelevant topics. Cooperating teacher was a significant source of 
variance (p<.05) with scores ranging from .005 for cooperating teacher 6 to 
.064 for cooperating teacher 2. Even though the amount of silence, confu­
sion, and irrelevant topics was small, mean scores of cooperating teachers 
varied widely. 
Summary Grading system was not a significant source of variance 
for conference content for any of the 11 variables (see Appendix K for mean 
scores). 
Cooperating teacher was a significant source of variance for four var­
iables: personal qualities; classroom management; student teaching orien­
tation; and silence, confusion, and irrelevant topics. 
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Time of conference was a significant source of variance for seven var­
iables: personal qualities; teaching strategies; classroom management; 
community experience; faculty relationship; professional goals; student 
teaching orientation; and other. 
The following significant interactions were noted: 2, AB; 3, AC; 
and 4, BC. The significant interactions suggest that grading system, 
cooperating teacher, and the time of conference influence the content 
of conferences during student teaching. However, as expected, the final 
conference to evaluate the total student teaching experience covers differ­
ent content categories to a greater extent in each category except that of 
teaching strategies, category 3. This exception may be explained by the 
purpose of the first two conferences in relations to the purpose of the 
last conference. More insight into the content of conferences may have 
resulted from comparing each of the first two conferences, which were held 
soon after the student teacher had taught a lesson, with each other rather 
than comparing the three conferences against each other. 
Effects of Grading System, Cooperating Teacher, and 
Time of Conference for 16 Cooperating Teachers 
The results reported are based on conference scores for 16 cooperating 
teachers who had varying numbers of student teachers under the two systems 
of grading (see Table 1). A 2 x 16 x 3 analysis of variance was computed 
for each conference variable resulting from the analysis of conferences 
using the Blumberg System and the conference content instrument. Signifi­
cant F-ratios for main effects and/or the interactions were obtained in 16 
of the 19 analyses of variance for data from the Blumberg System and each 
of the 11 categories from the conference content instrument. 
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The Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction 
Significant F-ratios for each dependent variable for each source of 
variance resulting from the Blumberg System are shown in Table 14. Appen­
dix I shows the analysis of variance table for each variable. 
Area A, Building and maintaining interpersonal relationships, vari­
able 1^ System of grading was a significant source of variance beyond 
the .01 level for Area A with mean scores of .281 and ,179 for the S-F and 
A-F systems of grading, respectively. The mean scores are shown in Table 
15. The result suggests that cooperating teachers were more accepting of 
the student teacher's feelings, gave more encouragement, and praise under 
the S-F than the A-F system of grading. 
The cooperating teacher effect was also a highly significant source of 
variance for Area A. Mean scores ranging from .514 for cooperating teacher 
15 to .053 for cooperating teacher 10 suggest a wide difference between 
cooperating teachers in extended use of Area A in conferences (see Table 
16). 
The significant source of variance for time of conference shows the 
highest mean score of .279 (Table 17) occurs for conference 3. Apparently 
teachers spend more time building and maintaining relationships during 
later conferences. 
Area Utilization of student teacher's ideas, variable 2 Cooper­
ating teacher was a significant source of variance beyond the .01 level 
with mean scores ranging from .206 for cooperating teachers 16 and 11 to 
.684 for cooperating teacher 13- Cooperating teachers differed widely in 
the utilization of student teachers' ideas. 
Table 14 
Significant F-ratios by Area and Combination of Categories from the Blumberg 
System for Each Source of Variance (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Source* 
Area or combination of categories ABC AxB AxC BxC 
1. Building and maintaining interper­
sonal relationships (Area A) 20.20** 10.99** 4.82* 
2. Utilization of student teacher's 
ideas (Area B) 12.29** 
3. Working on the information-data 
level (Area C) 6.87* .10.34** 4.78* 
5. Methodology and/or control 11.06** 2.26* 
6. Controlling student teacher's behav­
ior 8.37** 
7. Cooperating teacher talk 15.44** 4.95* 
8. Student teacher talk 12.23** 5.18** 
9. Silence and confusion 10.27** 10.53** 3.02* 
10. Cooperating teacher talk/student 
teacher talk 17.69** 3.88* 5.84** 
11. Cooperating teacher; asking/giving 
information 12.97** 3.94** 2.19* 
12. Cooperating teacher; direct/indirect 
behavior 23.39** 7.96** 3.12* 3.32* 
2.14* 
1.96* 
*The sources of variance are identified as 
A = grading systems 
B = cooperating teacher 
C = time of conference. 
*p<. 05. 
**p<.01. 
Table 14 (Continued) 
Source 
Area or combination of categories ABC AxB AxC BxC 
14. Cooperating teacher; asking/giving 
information, opinions, suggestions 14.33** 4.25** 3.74* 
15. Cooperating teacher; asking/giving 
opinions 2.59* 
17. Interaction time 5.32** 25.88** 
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Table 15 
Mean Scores by System of Grading by Area and Combination of Categories 
from the Blumberg System (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean scores 
Area or combination of categories S-F A-F 
1. Building and maintaining interpersonal rela­
tionships (Area A) .281* .179* 
2. Utilization of student teacher's ideas 
(Area B) .431 .389 
3. Working on the information-data level (Area C) .649 .681* 
4. Working on the opinion data level (Area D) .459 .438 
5. Methodology and/or control (Area E) .625 .628 
6. Controlling student teachers' behavior 
(Area E) .173 .142 
7. Cooperating teacher talk .577 .563 
8. Student teacher talk .397 .417 
9. Silence and confusion .027 .019 
10. Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher talk 1.692 1.563 
11. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information 179* .107* 
12. Cooperating teacher: direct/indirect behavior .622* .453* 
13. Cooperating teacher; positive/negative social 
emotional behavior 
14. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information. 
opinions, suggestions .253* .163* 
15. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving opinions ^ .632 .785 
16. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving suggestions 
17. Interaction time 31.17 30.14 
18. Student teacher: asking/giving information 
19. Student teacher: positive/negative behavior 
^There was a significant difference between grading systems beyond 
the .01 level. 
There was a significant difference between grading systems beyond 
the .05 level. 
^Usable data for this variable did not exist. 
^Ihis score is expressed in minutes. 
Table 16 
Mean Scores by Cooperating Teacher by Conference Variable 
from the Blumberg System (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean score 
Cooper- Conference variable 
ating Area A 
teacher 1 
Area B 
2* 
Are 0 
3* 
Area D 
4 
Area E 
5* 
Area F 
6* 7* 8* 9* 
1 .217 .402 .586 .509 .579 .203 .466 .514 .019 
2 .063 .295 .578 .412 .594 .175 .527 .439 .033 
3 .191 .423 .668 .404 .636 .083 .577 .414 .009 
4 .067 .347 .733 .549 .532 .0 .533 .464 .003 
5 .334 .465 .732 .488 .634 .0 .619 .365 .015 
6 .235 .340 .608 .483 .559 .158 .449 .502 .048 
7 .281 .454 .581 .497 .642 .042 .612 .377 .011 
8 .436 .266 .599 .439 .517 .0 .523 .464 .014 
9 .086 .377 .661 .429 • .598 .0 .499 .472 .029 
10 .053 .225 .542 .300 .608 .079 .542 .426 .032 
11 .064 .206 .639 .299 .506 .0 .654 .329 .018 
12 .386 .617 .785 .297 .777 .498 .707 .261 .033 
13 .384 .684 .744 .538 .766 .609 .602 .374 .024 
14 .251 .636 .779 .511 .746 .175 .473 .493 .034 
15 .514 .615 .747 .622 .766 .502 .602 .354 .044 
16 .121 .206 .655 .405 .563 .0 .728 .264 .072 
^There was a significant difference between cooperating teachers at 
the .01 level. 
^Usable data for this variable did not exist. 
There was a significant difference between cooperating teachers at 
the .05 level. 
106 
Mean score 
Conference variable 
10* 11* 12* 13^ 14* 15^ 16^ 17* 18^ 19^ 
1.010 .239 .629 .357 .738 33.968 
1-285 .201 .619 .283 .939 23.290 
1.540 .085 .545 .135 .326 32.190 
1.272 .123 .396 .174 .653 33.766 
2.012 .127 .466 .210 .963 16.530 
.092 .234 .668 .315 1.126 32.642 
1.722 .196 .699 .315 .795 28.992 
1.173 .101 .749 .254 1.172 11.308 
1.094 .072 .439 .189 1.229 26.915 
1.316 .174 .345 .179 .637 34.092 
2.197 .045 .303 .053 .208 36.623 
2.849 .045 .426 .065 .106 42.675 
1.654 .215 .510 .174 .259 29.917 
1.025 .295 1.027 .211 .324 39.342 
1.964 .081 .558 .349 1.676 24.642 
3.004 .061 .220 .069 .184 43.642 
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Table 17 
Mean Scores by Time of Conference for Each Conference Variable 
from the Blumberg System (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean scores 
Time of conference 
Area or combination of categories 1 2 3 
1. Building and maintaining interpersonal 
relationships (Area A) .202* .209* .279* 
2. Utilization of student teacher's ideas 
(Area B) .394 .385 .451 
3. Working on the information-data level 
(Area C) .659 .650 .685 
4. Working on the opinion data level 
(Area D) .448 .473 .426 
5. Methodology and/or control (Area E) .629 .628 .622 
6. Controlling student teachers' behavior 
(Area F) .113 .203 .156 
7. Cooperating teacher talk .573 .554 .583 
8. Student teacher talk .406 .420 .395 
9. Silence and confusion .022 .026 .022 
10. Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher 
talk 1.582* 1.527* 1.773* 
11. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving 
information .515 ,164 .115 
12. Cooperating teacher: direct/indirect 
behavior .530 .549 .534 
13. Cooperating teacher: positive/negative 
social emotional behavior^ 
14. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving 
information, opinions, suggestions .209* .247* .167* 
15. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving 
opinions .642 .816 .668 
16. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving sug­
gestions^ d d d 
17. Interaction time 26.778 24.959 40.238 
18. Student teacher: asking/giving informa­
tion^ 
19. Student teacher: positive/negative 
behavior^ 
^There was a significant difference between time of conferences at the 
,05 level. 
^Usable data for this variable did not exist-
^This score is expressed in minutes. 
*^There was a significant difference between time of conferences at the 
.01 level. 
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Area Ç^, Working on the information data level, variable 2 Signifi­
cant differences are shown (Table 14) for grading system, cooperating 
teacher, and grading system and time of conference (AC) interaction. The 
mean scores, .649 for S-F and .681 for A-F, suggest that cooperating teach­
ers gave and asked more information under the A-F than the S-F system of 
grading (p<.05). 
Mean scores for cooperating teachers ranged from .542 for cooperating 
teacher 10 to .779 for cooperating teacher 14 indicating a highly signifi­
cant difference between cooperating teachers. 
The AC interaction (p<.05) suggests that time of conference interacts 
with grading system to influence working on the information-data level. 
Inspection of the mean scores shows no definite pattern in how these two 
variables relate to each other. 
Area E^, Methodology and/or control, variable 2 The sources of var­
iance for variable 5 are cooperating teacher and the grading system and 
cooperating teacher (AB) interaction. Mean scores for cooperating teachers 
ranged from .605 for cooperating teacher 11 to .777 for cooperating teacher 
12. Cooperating teachers with high scores gave more opinions and sugges­
tions than cooperating teachers with low scores. The AB interaction indi­
cates that both grading system and cooperating teacher influence the amount 
of giving opinions and suggestions during supervisory conferences. 
Area 2, Controlling student teacher's behavior. variable 10 A sig­
nificant F-ratio beyond the .01 level for cooperating teacher is shown in 
Table 14. Mean scores ranged from zero for cooperating teacher 6 to .609 
for cooperating teacher 13. Few behaviors were recorded for cooperating 
teachers in Area F. 
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Cooperating teacher talki|. variable 7 Cooperating teacher (p<.01), 
the AB interaction, and BC interaction (p<.05) are sources of variance. 
Mean scores for cooperating teachers ranged from .449 for cooperating 
teacher 6 to .726 for cooperating teacher 16. No distinct pattern by grad­
ing system and cooperating teacher is indicated by the significant AB 
interaction or the BC interaction. 
Student teacher talk, variable 8^ Significant differences are noted 
for cooperating teacher and AB interaction at the .01 level. The highest 
mean score for student teacher talk, 5.14, and lowest mean score, .261, 
resulted from student teachers assigned to cooperating teachers 1 and 12, 
respectively. The AB interaction suggests that no pattern of amount of 
student teacher talk is evident by grading system by cooperating teacher. 
Silence and confusion, variable 2 Grading system, cooperating 
teacher, and AB interaction are significant sources of variance. Silence 
and confusion was greater under the S-F, mean score .027, than under the 
A-F system of grading which had a mean score of .019. The major part of 
the noise observed on the audiotaped conferences was due to extraneous con­
ditions at the student teaching center over which the cooperating teacher 
and student teacher had no control. 
Cooperating teachers had mean scores ranging from .099 for cooperating 
teacher 3 to .072 for cooperating teacher 16 (p<.01). No distinct pattern 
by grading system and cooperating teacher is discenxible as suggested by 
the AB interaction. Both grading system and cooperating teacher influenced 
the amount of silence and confusion observed in conferences. 
Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher talk, variable 10 Sources 
of significant variance are cooperating teacher, time of conference, and AB 
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interaction. Mean scores for cooperating teachers ranged from .092 and 
1.010 for cooperating teachers 6 and 1, respectively, to 3.004 for cooper­
ating teacher 16. Low scores indicate that student teachers were given the 
opportunity to talk more. 
The highest mean score for time of conference was 1.773 for conference 
3 versus 1.582 and 1.527 for conferences 1 and 2, respectively, suggesting 
that significantly more student teacher talk occurred during conferences 1 
and 2 than 3. 
Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information, variable 11 Grad­
ing system, cooperating teacher, and AB interaction are significant sources 
of variance. Low scores indicate that cooperating teachers gave more 
information than they were requested. The mean scores for S-F and A-F sys­
tem of grading were ,179 and .107, respectively (p<.01). The scores sug­
gest that cooperating teachers asked student teachers for more information 
under the S-F than the A-F system of grading. 
Mean scores for cooperating teachers ranged from .045 for cooperating 
teachers 10 and 11 to .295 for cooperating teacher 14. Even though cooper­
ating teachers gave much more information than they asked of student teach­
ers, the difference between them was significant beyond the .01 level. 
The AB interaction (p<.05) suggests that both grading system and coop­
erating teachers are contributing to the variance. Some cooperating teach­
ers have lower mean scores under one system than the other; for others the 
results are reversed. 
Cooperating teacher; indirect behavior/direct behavior, variable 12 
The five sources of variance showing significance are grading system, coop­
erating teacher, AB, AC, and BC interactions. The higher the mean score. 
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the more indirect cooperating teachers are. Cooperating teachers were sig­
nificantly (p<.01) more indirect in behavior under the S-F system than under 
under the A-F system of grading with mean scores of .622 and .453, respec­
tively. 
Cooperating teachers were significantly different (p<.01) in their 
indirect and direct behavior with the highest mean scores of 1.027 for 
cooperating teacher 14 and a low mean score of .220 for cooperating 16. 
The AB (p<.01), AC, and BC (p<.05) interactions suggest that grading 
system, cooperating teacher, and time of conference influence the indirect/ 
direct behavior of cooperating teachers during supervisory conferences. 
Time of conference was significant beyond the .01 level with mean 
scores of 7.299, 5.513, and 16.842 for conferences 1, 2, and 3, respec­
tively. Hence, it appears that more positive social behavior occurred dur­
ing the third conference. 
Cooperating teacher; asking/giving information, opinions, and sugges­
tions , variable 14 Significant differences are noted for grading sys­
tem, cooperating teacher, and time of conference. A highly significant 
difference for grading system indicates that cooperating teachers asked for 
more information from student teachers under the A-F than under the S-F 
system of grading with mean scores of .253 and .163, respectively. Cooper­
ating teachers with mean scores ranging from .053 for cooperating teacher 
11 to .357 for cooperating teacher 1 show wide differences (p<.01) in the 
amount of information provided. Of the three conferences, the proportion 
of asking/giving information, opinions, and suggestions was highest for 
conference 2 with a mean score of .247. 
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Cooperating teacher; asking/giving opinions, variable 15 Cooperat­
ing teacher was a significant source of variance. High mean scores indi­
cate that cooperating teachers ask for more opinions than they give. Mean 
scores ranged from .106 for cooperating teacher 12 to 1.676 for cooperating 
teacher 15. 
Interaction time, variable 17 The length of conferences varied 
significantly by cooperating teacher and by time of conference. Mean 
scores (p<.01) for cooperating teachers ranged from about 11 minutes for 
cooperating teacher 8 to 44 minutes for cooperating teacher 16. 
For variable 17, interaction time, the time of conference was highly 
significant with the highest mean score, 40 minutes, for conference 3. 
Conferences 1 and 2 had mean scores of approximately 27 and 25 minutes, 
respectively. 
Summary Six variables resulting from the Blumberg System of Super­
visor-Teacher Interaction had significant F-ratios by grading system for 
the 16 cooperating teachers. They are: 
Variable 1, Area A; Building and maintaining interpersonal relation­
ships 
Variable 3, Working on the information-data level 
Variable 9, Silence and confusion 
Variable 11, Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information 
Variable 12, Cooperating teacher: indirect/direct behavior 
Variable 14, Cooperating teacher; asking/giving information, opinions 
and suggestions. 
Higher mean scores were noted for variables 1, 11, 12, and 14 indicat­
ing cooperating teachers were more supportive and indirect under the S-F 
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system than under the A-F system of grading. The higher mean score for 
silence and confusion was also under the S-F system of grading. As 
explained previously, many of the tallies in this category were due to 
interruptions and noise beyond the control of the cooperating teacher and 
student teacher. The higher mean score for variable 3 was under the A-F 
system of grading which suggests that cooperating teachers were more infor­
mational-data oriented (asking and giving information) than under the S-F 
system of grading. 
Significant cooperating teacher differences were noted for 14 of the 
19 variables from the Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction. 
They are: 
Variable 1, Area A, Building and maintaining interpersonal relation­
ships 
Variable 2, Area B, Utilization of student teacher's ideas 
Variable 3, Area C, Working on the information-data level 
Variable 5, Area E, Methodology and/or control 
Variable 6, Area F, Controlling student teacher's behavior 
Variable 7, Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher talk 
Variable 8, Student teacher talk 
Variable 9, Silence and confusion 
Variable 10, Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher talk 
Variable 11, Cooperating teacher; asking/giving information 
Variable 12, Cooperating teacher: indirect/direct behavior 
Variable 14, Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information, opinions, 
and suggestions 
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Variable 15, Cooperating teacher: asking/giving opinions 
Variable 17, Interaction time 
From the wide variability observed from demographic data for cooperat­
ing teachers, the differences in verbal interaction during conferences due 
to cooperating teacher are not surprising. 
Time of conference was a significant source of variance for four vari­
ables. They are: 
Variable 1, Area A, Building and maintaining interpersonal relation­
ships 
Variable 10, Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher talk 
Variable 14, Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information, opinions, 
and suggestions 
Variable 17, Interaction time 
Variables 1, 10, and 17 had the highest mean scores for conference 3 
indicating that conference 3 was the longest in time, involved more suppor­
tive behavior on the part of the cooperating teacher, and involved a higher 
rate of cooperating teacher/student teacher talk. The mean score for vari­
able 14 was lowest for conference three indicating that cooperating teach­
ers were more direct during the final conference than conferences 1 and 2. 
Further, the following interactions were significant; grading system 
by cooperating teacher (AB), 7; grading system by time of conference (AC), 
2; and cooperating teacher by time of conference (BC), 2. Bie interactions 
suggest that main effects interact to influence verbal interaction during 
supervisory conferences, however, the cooperating teacher influences the 
supervisory conference during student teaching more than grading system or 
time of conference. 
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Conference content 
Table 18 shows the significant F-ratios for each dependent variable 
for each source of variance resulting from the conference content analysis 
for 16 cooperating teachers. The analysis of variance table for each vari­
able is in Appendix M. 
Personal qualities, variable 1^ Cooperating teacher was a signifi­
cant (p<.05) source of variance in discussing personal qualities of student 
teachers during supervisory conferences with mean scores ranging from .010 
for cooperating teacher 15 to .070 for cooperating teacher 13 (see Table 
19). Time of conference was a highly significant source of variance with 
mean scores ranging from .021 for conference 2 to .087 for the final con­
ference. The result suggests that cooperating teachers spent more of the 
final conference time discussing personal qualities of student teachers 
than during the first two conferences. 
The cooperating teacher and time of conference (BC) interaction 
(p<.05) suggest that no pattern of amount of time by cooperating teacher by 
time of conference is evident. 
Lesson plans, variable 2 A highly significant source of variance 
for lesson plans is the cooperating teacher effect. Mean scores of cooper­
ating teachers ranged from .038 for cooperating teacher 9 to .160 for coop­
erating teacher 15 (Table 19). 
Teaching strategies, variable 2 Significant sources of variance 
are reported for cooperating teacher, time of conference, grading system by 
cooperating teacher, and (AB) interaction. Mean scores ranging from .421 
for cooperating teacher 6 to .699 for cooperating teacher 14 were signifi­
cant at the .05 level. Time of conference was highly significant with mean 
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Table 18 
Significant F-ratios by Conference Content Category for Each 
Source of Variance (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Conference Source^ 
content category A B C AxB AxC BxC 
1. Personal qualities 3.26* 27.26** 1. 
00 
2. Lesson plans 3.13** 
3. Teaching strategies 2.61* 88.53** 2. 59** 
4. Classroom management 2.31* 13.08** 
5. Community experiences 24.38** 
6. Faculty relationships 19.11** 
7. Extracurricular 
activities 5.86** 6.90* 3. 65* 2. 06* 
8. Professional goals 2.88** 21.41** 3. 25** 
9. School and community 
orientation 6.73** 2. 04* 
10. Student teaching 
orientation 3.12** 26.25** 
11. Other 10.90** 4.55** 3.51* 
^The sources of variance are identified as 
A = grading system 
B = cooperating teacher 
C = time of conference-
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
scores of .664, .645, and .317 for conferences 1, 2, and 3, respectively. 
As indicated in the previous analysis of conference content for the six 
cooperating teachers, these results may be attributed to the major purposes 
of the conferences. The significant AB interaction (p<.05) suggests that 
both grading system and cooperating teacher influenced the amount of time 
spent discussing teaching strategies in supervisory conferences. 
Classroom management Cooperating teacher (p<.05) and time of con­
ference (p<.01) were significant sources of variance for classroom manage-
Table 19 
Mean Scores by Cooperating Teacher by Conference Content Category (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Cooperating Category 
teacher 1* 2b 3a 4a 5 6 7b 8b 9 10b lib 
1 .047 .128 .483 .166 .004 .013 .000 .018 .009 .109 .022 
2 .043 .062 .627 .087 .002 .004 .000 .004 .007 .101 .064 
3 .017 .093 .582 .086 .028 .004 .001 .013 .021 .136 .017 
4 .028 .133 .522 .058 .015 .010 .000 .023 .009 .197 .006 
5 .104 .119 .529 .113 .019 .025 .001 .007 .000 .073 .009 
6 .058 .113 .421 .089 .018 .008 .007 .036 .011 .018 .059 
7 .039 .083 .549 .019 .018 .022 .001 .004 .011 .071 .005 
8 .017 .071 .659 .061 .035 .004 .020 .000 .003 .114 .016 
9 .018 .038 .565 .089 .027 .003 .000 .001 .023 .190 .042 
10 .069 .121 .513 .138 .000 .016 .000 .000 .000 .117 .023 
11 .016 .153 .485 .117 .034 .003 .001 .006 .003 .157 .025 
12 .052 .055 .465 .116 .064 .009 .000 .008 .000 .058 .007 
13 .070 .047 .616 .153 .011 .002 .000 .004 .012 .087 .008 
14 .012 .042 .699 .082 .008 .002 .000 .003 .000 .117 .035 
15 .010 .160 .474 .094 .009 .004 .000 .008 .000 .127 .022 
16 .011 .093 .482 .107 .067 .001 .048 .019 .010 .139 .009 
^There was a significant difference between cooperating teachers at the ,05 level. 
''There was a significant difference between cooperating teachers at the .01 level. 
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ment. The mean scores ranged from .019 for cooperating teacher 7 to .166 
for cooperating teacher 1. Mean scores of .093, .082, and .154 for confer­
ences 1, 2, and 3, respectively, show a significant increase in time spent 
discussing classroom management as noted for conference 3. 
Community experiences, variable 2 Time of conference is a highly 
significant source of variance for time spent discussing community experi­
ences. The highest mean scores of .058 for conference 3 suggests that more 
time is spent discussing community experiences during the last conference 
rather than conferences 1 and 2. 
Faculty relationships, variable j6 Again time of conference is a 
highly significant source of variance. As indicated by the mean scores, 
which were zero, .003, and .024 for conferences 1, 2, and 3, respectively, 
more time is spent discussing faculty relationships during the last confer­
ence than in the first two conferences. 
Extracurricular activities, variable 1_ Sources of variance for 
variable 7 are cooperating teacher (p<.01), time of conference (p<.05), AB 
and AC interactions (p<.01 and p<.05, respectively). Inspection of Table 
19 shows that extracurricular activities are discussed to a small extent 
during supervisory conferences. Nine cooperating teachers did not discuss 
variable 7 at all. Five other cooperating teachers had mean scores ranging 
from .001 to .002; cooperating teacher 16 had the highest mean score of 
.048. 
Mean scores for time of conference for variable 7 were .002, .001, and 
.012 for conferences 1, 2, and 3, respectively, indicating that more time 
was spent discussing extracurricular activities during the final confer­
ence. 
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The AB and BC interaction suggests that no distinct pattern of time 
spent discussing extracurricular activities by grading system or by cooper­
ating teacher and time of conference is evident. 
Professional goals, variable ^  Cooperating teacher, time of con­
ference, and AB interaction are significant sources of variance for time 
spent discussing professional goals of student teachers. Cooperating 
teachers varied widely (p<.01) in the amount of time spent discussing pro­
fessional goals with mean scores ranging from zero for cooperating teachers 
7 and 10 to .019 for cooperating teacher 16. More time was spent discuss­
ing professional goals during conference 3 (p<.01) than in the other two 
conferences. The AB interaction suggests that grading system and cooperat­
ing teacher both influenced the amount of time spent discussing profes­
sional goals during supervisory conferences. 
School and community orientation, variable 2 Time of conference 
and the BC interaction are significant sources of variance for variable 9-
The mean scores for the three conferences are .005, .003, and .001, indi­
cating that while little total conference time is spent discussing school 
and community policies, more time is spent early in the student teaching 
experience than in later conferences. The BC interaction suggests that no 
definite pattern in amount of time spent by cooperating teacher is discern­
ible. 
Student teaching orientation, variable 10 Time of conference is a 
highly significant source of variance for variable 10. Inspection of Table 
20 shows that there is a slight increase in time spent discussing student 
teaching in general from conference 1 to conference 2 and a significant 
increase for conference 3. Hence, it seems that during the final confer-
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Table 20 
Mean Scores by Time of Conference by Content 
Category (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean scores 
Conference 
12 3 
1. Personal qualities 
2. Lesson plans 
3. Teaching strategies 
4. Classroom management 
5. Community experiences 
6. Faculty relationship 
7. Extracurricular activities 
8. Professional goals 
9. School and community orientation 
10. Student teaching orientation 
11. Other 
.023* .021* .087* 
.099 .081 .010 
.664* .645* .317* 
.093* .082* .154* 
.002* .005* .058* 
.000* .003* .024* 
.002° .001 .012 
.003* .003* .023* 
.005* .003* .001 
.088* .098* .184* 
.020 .027 .023 
*There was a significant difference between conferences over time at 
the .01 level. 
^There was a significant difference between conferences over time at 
the .05 level. 
ence for evaluating the total student teaching experience more general 
statements are made than in earlier conferences. The BC interaction sug­
gests that both cooperating teacher and time of conference contribute to 
the amount of time spent discussing variable 10. 
Other, variable 11 Included in this variable are silence, confu­
sion, and irrelevant topics. A highly significant source of variance is 
that of cooperating teachers with mean scores ranging from .006 for cooper­
ating teacher 4 to .064 for cooperating teacher 2. Even though mean scores 
for this variable are small, a large amount of data which were included is 
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due to interruptions and noise occurring outside the conference over which 
cooperating teachers and student teachers had no control. 
The AB (p<.01) and AC (p<.05) interactions suggest that grading sys­
tem, cooperating teacher, and time of conference interact to influence the 
amount of time for other (silence, confusion, and irrelevant topics) occur­
ring during supervisory conferences. 
Summary For the content analysis of the conference for the 16 
cooperating teachers, system of grading was not a significant source of 
variance. Cooperating teachers were a significant source of variance for 
the 11 content categories- They are; personal qualities, lesson plans, 
teaching strategies, classroom management, extracurricular activities, pro­
fessional goals, student teaching orientation, and other (silence, confu­
sion, and irrelevant topics). 
Time of conference was a significant source of variance for the con­
tent categories for the following nine variables: personal qualities, 
teaching strategies, classroom management, community experiences, faculty 
relationships, extracurricular activities, professional goals, school and 
community orientation, and student teaching orientation. 
In addition, the following significant interactions were noted; 4, 
AB; 1, AC; and 3, BC- The significant interactions indicate that all major 
effects interact to influence the content of the supervisory conferences. 
Summary of the Analyses of Data for Both Groups 
of Cooperating Teachers 
Hie analyses of data for the two groups of cooperating teachers 
resulting from the Blumberg System are similar and seem to support each 
other. Table 21 shows that the effects of grading system (A) and time of 
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Table 21 
The Number of Significant F-ratios by Group of Cooperating Teachers 
Resulting from the Blumberg System for Each Source of Variance 
Significant F-ratios 
Six 16 
cooperating cooperating 
Source teachers teachers 
Grading system' (A) 5 6 
Cooperating teacher (B) 9 14 
Time of conference (C) 3 4 
A X B 1 7 
A X C 2 2 
B X C 4 2 
A X B X C 0 
3 
^There was no analysis of the ABC interaction for the 16 cooperating 
teachers. 
conference (C) are essentially the same when the data for the 16 cooperat­
ing teachers are compared with data for the six. Cooperating teacher 
effect (B) shows an increase of five significant F-ratios, suggesting that 
as the number of cooperating teachers increases, the difference between 
them also increases. 
Further, the number of significant interactions between the two groups 
shows some variability. The interactions suggest that all three main 
effects interact to influence the verbal behavior of cooperating teachers 
and student teachers during supervisory conferences. 
Finally, even though there are significant F-ratios for grading sys­
tem, time of conference, and interactions, it appears that the cooperating 
teacher effect influences the differences in verbal interaction during con­
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ferences to a much greater degree than either grading system or time of 
conference. 
The analyses of data from the conference content instrument for the 
two groups of cooperating teachers are also similar and seem to support 
each other. No significant F-ratios resulted for grading system effect for 
either group. 
Inspection of Table 22 suggests that as the number of cooperating 
teachers increase so do the number of significant F-ratios for cooperating 
teacher effect (B) and time of conference effect (C) increases- Four addi­
tional significant F-ratios are noted for cooperating teacher effect, indi­
cating cooperating teachers exert a great influence not only on the amount 
of time spent discussing various categories but also on the variety of con­
tent of the conferences. 
Further, time of conference influences discussion of content. These 
data, however, must be interpreted by considering when the conferences were 
held and the basic purpose of each of them. Since the first two confer­
ences appeared to concentrate on the lesson taught and the last conference 
concentrated on a discussion of the total student teaching experience, per­
haps it would have been more logical to compare the first two conferences 
rather than all three conferences. Hence, the nature of the conferences 
forced many time of conference effects and made the third conference differ 
from the other two. It seems reasonable then that an increase in variety 
of content and time would be noted during the final conference rather than 
the first two, with category 3, teaching strategies, being the exception. 
Finally, considering the results of the two content analyses and the 
foregoing discussion, it appears that cooperating teachers influence the 
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Table 22 
The Number of Significant F-ratios by Group of Cooperating 
Teachers Resulting from the Conference Content Analysis 
for Each Source of Variance 
Significant F-ratios 
Six 16 
cooperating cooperating 
Source teachers teachers 
Grading system (A) 0 0 
Cooperating teacher (B) 4 8 
Time of conference (C) 7 9 
A X B 2 4 
A X C 3 1 
B X C 4 
A X B X C 1 
3 
^There was no analysis of the ABC interaction for the 16 cooperating 
teachers. 
variety of content and amount of time used discussing the content more than 
grading system or time of conference. 
Characteristics of Supervisory Conferences 
Characteristics of supervisory conferences perceived important by 16 
cooperating teachers and 49 student teachers that were summarized from 
responses to the open-ended instruments are reported in Table 23. 
Responses were summarized by using a content analysis instrument developed 
from responses of 44 cooperating teachers and 117 student teachers (Appen­
dix D). The frequency of responses does not total the number of respon­
ses in all cases because respondents may have given several responses to 
each major item. 
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Table 23 
Characteristics of the Individual Supervisory Conference 
Perceived Important by Cooperating Teachers and Student 
Teachers by Grading System 
Frequency 
Cooperating Student 
teacher teacher 
S-F A-F S-F A-F 
Item (n=16) (n=16) (n=22) (n=27) 
PURPOSES. The purposes of the indi­
vidual supervisory conference are 
A. to establish rapport 3 5 2 1 
B. to evaluate student teaching 12 13 17 22 
C. to give encouragement, support. 
praise 8 4 6 1 
D. to discuss plans and problems 5 9 6 8 
E. to give guidance (information. 
opinions, suggestions, criticism. 
ask questions) 10 9 10 10 
F. to evaluate the cooperating 
teacher 0 0 1 0 
G. to relate theory to practice 0 0 0 0 
H. response not applicable 0 0 1 2 
ROLE OF THE COOPERATING TEACHER. The 
role of the cooperating teacher in the 
individual supervisory conference includes 
A. establishing rapport 0 1 0 0 
B. facilitating evaluation 10 13 15 17 
C. giving encouragement, support. 
praise 7 10 6 10 
D. giving guidance (information. 
opinions, suggestions, criticism) 13 16 15 18 
E. asking information, opinions, sug­
gestions 6 4 2 5 
F. collecting data for conference 0 1 0 0 
G. planning conference 0 0 0 1 
H. leading discussion 2 0 1 2 
I. response not applicable 0 0 2 2 
ROLE OF THE STUDENT TEACHER. The role 
of the student teacher in the individ­
ual supervisory conference includes 
A. establishing rapport 0 0 0 0 
B. self-evaluation 13 13 12 18 
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Table 23 (Continued) 
Frequency 
Cooperating Student 
teacher teacher 
S-F A-F S-F A-F 
Item (n=16) (n=16) (n=22) (n=27) 
C. seeking guidance (information. 
opinions, suggestions, criticism) 7 9 11 12 
D. giving information, suggestions. 
opinions 7 9 11 12 
E. accepting suggestions 2 1 4 • 6 
F. leading the discussion 1 2 0 2 
G. response not applicable 0 0 1 1 
PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED. During the 
individual supervisory conferences the 
following problems were encountered 
A. inadequate physical arrangements 3 9 3 5 
B. inadequate conference techniques 3 3 4 4 
C. inadequate preparation of student 
teacher 1 0 0 0 
D. inadequate experience of cooperat­
ing teacher 0 0 0 0 
E. personal characteristics of student 
teacher 3 3 0 0 
F. inadequate relationships estab­
lished 7 4 5 6 
G. recording conference 1 0 2 0 
H. no problems encountered 0 0 3 9 
I. response not applicable 4 4 5 5 
CONTENT.^ The items discussed during 
the individual supervisory conferences 
that were of most value to me were 
A. personal characteristics 9 9 
B. teaching methods and techniques 15 18 
C. lesson plans 1 3 
D. classroom atmosphere and management 3 8 
E., school policies 1 0 
F. philosophy of teaching 0 0 
G. future plans 0 0 
H. response not applicable 1 3 
^This item was not included on the cooperating teacher instrument. 
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Table 23 (Continued) 
Frequency 
Cooperating Student 
teacher teacher 
S-F A-F S-F A-F 
Item (n=16) (n=16) (n=22) (n=27) 
VI. RESULTS OF CONFERENCES.^ As a result 
of the individual supervisory confer­
ences, the student teacher seemed to 
A. improve personal characteristics 15 12 
B. become discouraged and depressed 0 1 
C. improve in evaluating self 1 2 
D. establish positive relationships 3 6 
E. establish negative relationships 0 0 
F. improve teaching performance 5 5 
G. show no improvement 0 1 
H. response not applicable 0 0 
VII. EFFECTS OF METHOD OF GRADING.* The 
method of grading that was used to 
evaluate student teaching caused the 
individual supervisory conference to 
be 
A. affected positively 14 7 
B. affected negatively 1 4 
C. not affected 8 14 
D. response not applicable 0 2 
VIII, IMPROVEMENTS.^ The individual super­
visory conferences could have been 
more meaningful if 
A. physical arrangements were better 4 10 
B. conference techniques were better 3 3 
C. relationship was more open 3 3 
D. grading was different 0 3 
E. taping was not necessary 1 1 
F. they were no different 1 7 
G. response not applicable 4 0 
^This item was not included on the student teacher instrument. 
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Inspection of Table 23, item I, purposes of the individual supervisory 
conference, suggests that cooperating teachers and student teachers 
regarded evaluating student teaching and giving guidance as the two major 
purposes of the supervisory conference. No respondent in either*group per­
ceived the relating of theory to practice as a purpose of the supervisory 
conference. Respondents saw facilitating evaluation and giving guidance as 
the major role of the cooperating teacher, item II, in the supervisory con­
ference. Pew perceived the role of the cooperating teacher as that of 
leading discussion and establishing rapport. Self-evaluation, seeking 
guidance, and giving information, item III, were considered important by 
respondents in regard to the role of the student teacher in the supervisory 
conference. Few respondents thought that the student teacher should lead 
the discussion. 
While responses to item IV, problem encountered, suggest that there 
were no major problems, the few listed most frequently were inadequacy of 
relationships established, physical arrangements, and conference tech­
niques. Item V, content of conferences that was of value, contains 
responses from student teachers only. Both groups perceived teaching 
methods and techniques and personal characteristics as being the items dis­
cussed during supervisory conferences that were of most value to them- Few 
saw the discussion of lesson plans and school policies as being of value. 
Responses of cooperating teacher to item VI, results of conferences, 
indicate that they perceived improvement of personal characteristics and 
improvement of teaching performance of the student teacher important 
results of supervisory conferences. Only one thought that the student 
teacher became discouraged and showed no improvement. However, three coop­
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erating teachers under S-F perceived the student teacher as developing pos­
itive relationships as a result of the conference whereas under A-F six 
perceived student teachers as developing positive relationships. 
Responses of student teachers to item VTI, effects of method of grad­
ing, suggest that most of the student teachers under the S-F system of grad­
ing thought that the method of grading affected the conference positively 
whereas most of them under the A-F system of grading saw method of grading 
as making no difference. Both groups of student teachers regarded changes 
necessary to make the conference more meaningful, item VIII, as better 
physical arrangements, better conference techniques, and more open rela­
tionships, More student teachers under the A-F system of grading were sat­
isfied with the results of conferences than were the student teachers under 
the S-F system of grading. 
Perceptions of the 16 cooperating teachers and the 49 student teachers 
in regard to the characteristics of the individual supervisory conference 
were more similar than dissimilar. Most disagreement was observed from 
responses to effects of method of grading on the supervisory conference and 
improvements needed to make the supervisory conferences more meaningful. 
Under both S-F and A-F, most of the students were satisfied with the grad­
ing system used. 
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SUMMARY 
Grading practices have caused some concern throughout the history of 
formal education. During recent years, many educators have become more 
concerned about the unhealthy competitive attitudes that the traditional 
(A,B,C,D,F) system of grading fosters. In seeking solutions to some of the 
problems which the traditional grading system causes, experiments with 
alternative grading systems are being conducted. The significance of the 
present research was generated from the concern about grading in the stu­
dent teaching experience, the emphasis put on the supervisory conference in 
facilitating the evaluation of student teaching, and the lack of research 
concerning the supervisory conference in student teaching under two grading 
systems at the present time. 
The major focus of the study was to determine if two grading systems, 
satisfactory-fail (S-F) and A,B,C,D,F (A-F), affected conferences between 
student teachers and cooperating teachers. Specific objectives were to 
determine if verbal interaction of student teachers and cooperating teach­
ers during conferences differed under two grading systems and over time; to 
determine if content of conferences differed under two grading systems and 
over time; to identify conference characteristics perceived important by 
cooperating teachers and student teachers; and to select or construct 
instruments for collecting and analyzing data. 
Hypotheses tested to achieve the objectives of the study were: 
1. There are no significant differences in the verbal interaction 
scores in supervisory conferences in the six steady state, areas 
and selected category combinations as measured by the Blumberg 
System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction between: 
a) student teachers under S-F and A-F systems of grading their 
performance 
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b) their cooperating teachers 
c) the supervisory conferences. 
2. There are no significant differences in the content of conferences 
as measured by the supervisory conference content instrument 
between 
a) student teachers under S-F and A-F systems of grading their 
performance 
b) their cooperating teachers 
c) the supervisory conferences. 
Subjects were the 117 student teachers at Iowa State University (ISU) 
who did their student teaching in the State of Iowa during the 1971-1972 
academic year and their 45 cooperating teachers. Subjects in the two com­
parison groups were; 23 students graded satisfactory-fail (S-F) during 
fall quarter and their 16 cooperating teachers and 27 students, graded 
A,B,C,D,F (A-F), who did their student teaching fall, winter, and spring 
quarters under the supervision of the same 16 cooperating teachers who 
supervised student teachers under the S-F option. 
The Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction (Blumberg, 1970) 
composed of 15 categories, ten for supervisor behavior, four for teacher 
behavior, and one for silence and confusion, was used to measure verbal 
interaction, and an all-category conference content instrument developed by 
the investigator from instruments (Forgrave, 1970; Gritzmacher, 1967) used 
in evaluating student teachers and validated by six ISU home economics edu­
cation college supervisors and two professors. 
Data collected included three audiotaped conferences between each stu­
dent teacher and her cooperating teacher in the comparison groups; responses 
of student teachers and cooperating teachers to the open-ended instruments 
to determine their perceptions of characteristics of supervisory confer­
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ences; personality and demographic data for student teachers; and demo­
graphic data for cooperating teachers. 
A descriptive analysis of demographic data for cooperating teachers 
suggested that they varied widely in most of the characteristics assessed. 
The two groups of student teachers had very similar cumulative grade point 
averages before student teaching and similar mean scores from selected per­
sonality measures. 
Interobserver and intraobserver reliability coefficients of .86 or 
above were established in using the Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher 
Interaction and the conference content instrument. Analyses of audiotaped 
conferences resulted in frequencies which were converted to percentages for 
use in analysis of variance to test for differences due to grading system, 
cooperating teacher, and time of conference. 
Data from audiotaped conferences for a group of six cooperating teach­
ers who had two student teachers under each grading system were analyzed 
using a 2 X 6 X 3 analysis of variance design with repeated measures while 
the data for the 16 cooperating teachers (including the six) were analyzed 
by a 2 X 16 X 3 factorial analysis of variance. 
After inspecting the analysis of variance tables for each of these 
analyses, it was apparent that the results from each complemented each 
other and were essentially identical. Grading system was a significant 
source of variance (p<.05 or <.01) for the following six variables from the 
Blumberg System: 
1. Area A, Building and maintaining interpersonal relationships 
3. Area C, Working on the informational-data level 
9. Silence and confusion 
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11. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information 
12. Cooperating teacher: indirect/direct behavior 
14. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information, opinions, and sug­
gestions 
Higher mean scores were noted for variables 1, 11, 12, and 14, indi­
cating that cooperating teachers were more supportive and indirect under 
the S-F system than under A-F. The higher mean score for silence and con­
fusion was also observed under the S-F system of grading. Many of the tal­
lies in this category resulted from interruptions and noise beyond the con­
trol of the cooperating teacher and student teacher. The higher mean score 
for variable 3 was under the A-F system of grading which suggested that 
cooperating teachers were more informational-data oriented (asking and giv­
ing information) than under the S-F. 
Significant cooperating teacher differences were noted for 14 of the 
19 variables from the Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction. 
They were 
1. Area A, Building and maintaining interpersonal relationships 
2. Area B, Utilization of student teacher's ideas 
3. Area C, Working on the informational-data level 
5- Area E, Methodology and/or control 
6. Area F, Controlling student teacher's behavior 
7. Cooperating teacher talk 
8. Student teacher talk 
9. Silence and confusion 
10. Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher talk 
11. Cooperating teacher; asking/giving information 
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12. Cooperating teacher: indirect/direct behavior 
14. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information, opinions, and sug­
gestions 
15. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving opinions 
17. Interaction time 
From the wide variability observed from demographic data for cooperat­
ing teacher, differences in verbal interaction during conferences due to 
cooperating teacher were not surprising. 
Time of conference was a significant source of variance for four vari­
ables from the Blumberg System. They are: 
1. Area A, Building and maintaining interpersonal relationships 
10. Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher talk 
14. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information, opinions, and sug­
gestions 
17. Interaction time 
Variables 1, 10, and 17 had the highest mean scores for conference 3, 
indicating that conference 3 was the longest in time, involved more suppor­
tive behavior on the part of the cooperating teacher, and involved a higher 
proportion of cooperating teacher/student teacher talk. The mean score for 
variable 14 was lowest for conference three indicating that cooperating 
teachers were more direct during the final conference than conferences 1 
and 2. 
There were seven significant interactions for grading system by coop­
erating teacher, two for grading system by time of conference, and two for 
cooperating teacher by time of conference. 
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Hypothesis 1 which stated that there are no significant differences in 
the verbal interaction scores in supervisory conferences in the six steady 
state areas and selected category combinations as measured by the Blumberg 
System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction was partially rejected as follows: 
a) For student teachers under S-F and A-F systems of grading, the 
hypothesis was rejected for variables 1, 3, 9, 11, 12, and 14. It 
was not rejected for variables 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, and 15. 
Usable data did not exist for variables 13, 16, 17, and 18. 
b) For their cooperating teachers, the hypothesis was rejected for 
variables 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, and 17. It 
was not rejected for variable 4, working on the opinion data level. 
c) For the supervisory conferences (time of conference), the hypoth­
esis was rejected for variables 1, 10, 14, and 17. It was not 
rejected for variables 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, and 15. 
The interactions suggested that main effects combine to influence ver­
bal interaction during supervisory conferences. However, the cooperating 
teacher influenced verbal interaction more than grading system or time of 
conference. 
Grading system was not a significant source of variance for any of the 
11 categories from the conference content analysis. However, cooperating 
teacher was a significant source of variance for the following eight cate­
gories: 1. Personal qualities, 2, Lesson plans, 3. Teaching strategies, 
4. Classroom management, 7. Extracurricular activities, 8. Professional 
goals, 10. Student teaching orientation, and 11. Other (silence, confusion, 
and irrelevant topics). 
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The large number of differences observed for cooperating teacher 
effect may have been a consequence of the wide variability of demographic 
characteristics of cooperating teachers. 
For conference content, time of conference was a significant source of 
variance for the following nine categories: 1. Personal qualities, 3. Teach­
ing strategies, 4. Classroom management, 5. Community experiences, 6. Fac­
ulty relationship, 7. Extracurricular activities, 8. Professional goals, 
9. School and community orientation, and 10. Student teaching orientation. 
While time of conference and cooperating teacher effects for confer­
ence content had a similar number of variables with significant F-ratios, 
nine and eight, respectively, interpretation should be done cautiously. 
Time of conference differences probably occurred because conference 3 was 
an evaluation of the total student teaching experience lAiereas conferences 
1 and 2 concentrated on the specific lesson taught. 
There were the following significant interactions: four for grading 
system by cooperating teacher; one for grading system by time of conference; 
and three for cooperating teacher by time of conference. While many of the 
interactions were significant, inspection of the mean scores associated 
with these independent variables suggested that the two variables in the 
interaction were concurrently affecting conference content. Hence, no 
specific interpretation of the effects of the interactions could be made. 
Hypothesis 2 which stated that there are no significant differences in 
the content of conferences as measured by the supervisory conference con­
tent instrument was not rejected or partially rejected as follows: 
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a) For student teachers under S-F and A-F systems of grading their 
performance, the hypothesis was not rejected for any of the 11 
categories for conference content; 
b) For their cooperating teachers, the hypothesis was rejected for 
categories 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10, and 11. It was not rejected for 
categories 5, 6, and 9. 
c) For the supervisory conferences (time of conference), the hypothe­
sis was rejected for categories 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10. It 
was not rejected for categories 2 and 11. 
Finally, it is apparent that cooperating teachers influenced the con­
tent of supervisory conference to a much greater extent than grading system 
or time of conference. 
Responses of cooperating teachers and student teachers to open-ended 
statements related to the supervisory conference were content analyzed and 
the results summarized. Responses suggested no major differences in per­
ceptions of conference characteristics between cooperating teachers and 
student teachers by grading system. Generally, both groups were satisfied 
with, the conference, and responses suggested that the two major purposes of 
the conference were to evaluate student teaching and provide guidance. 
The investigator concluded that the use of the S-F option for grading 
student teaching would provide an improved climate for verbal interaction 
during supervisory conferences which may, in turn, promote increased self-
direction and self-evaluation. Since cooperating teachers were more suppor­
tive and indirect in their conference behavior under the S-F than the A-F 
system of grading, this may encourage student teachers to be more open in 
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evaluating themselves and to accept more responsibility in trying new ideas 
and solving problems which occur. 
Further, cooperating teachers affected the verbal behavior and content 
of supervisory conferences much more than grading system or time of confer­
ence. These results may be a consequence of the wide variability in when, 
where, and how much preparation cooperating teachers had received in con­
ducting conferences and the emphasis placed on the role of the supervisory 
conference in the student teaching experience. Therefore, the following 
suggestions are made: 
That the supervisory conference be further studied to determine the 
procedures and techniques used by cooperating teachers; develop programs to 
help cooperating teachers and students become more aware of their verbal 
behavior and content during conferences; use the findings from this study 
and future studies to provide a basis for improving both the quality of the 
supervisory conference and the evaluation of student teaching. 
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First Letter to Student Teachers and Enclosed Postal Card 
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Department of 
Home Economics Education 
166 MacKay Hall 
IOWA STATE Ames. Iowa 50010 
LJNIV^ER.SIT'Y Telephone 515-294-6444 
DATE: July 30, 1971 
TO: Student Teacher 
Fall, 1971 
FROM; Dorothea Gienger 
The summer will soon be over, and you will be beginning your student teach­
ing experience. I am writing to you at this time because we need your 
assistance in an experiment being planned for fall and winter quarters-
Special arrangements have been made by the Department of Home Economics 
Education in cooperating with the College of Education to make it possible 
for those of you who will be student teaching fall quarter to do so under 
either a Satisfactory-Fail system of grading or the traditional letter 
grade system. Under the Satisfactory-Fail system, the letters "S" and "F" 
will appear on your grade slip, and the "S" will not affect your grade 
point average. This option applies only to the nine credits designated for 
student teaching; H. Ed. 417, the community project, will be graded as 
usual. 
Since this option to do student teaching on the Satisfactory-Fail system is 
being introduced on an experimental basis, a study is being planned in an 
effort to provide information for use in continuing to improve the student 
teaching experience. Your cooperation is needed in this study; it is, 
therefore, hoped that you will be willing to participate in the Satisfac­
tory-Fail system of grading in student teaching fall quarter. It is antic­
ipated that participation in the study will be of benefit both to you and 
your cooperating teacher. Further information about the study will be sent 
to you early in the fall at your student teaching center. 
Will you please indicate your decision on the enclosed postal card? Please 
return it by August 12. 
mh 
Enclosure 
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Are you willing to participate in the Satisfactory-
Fail system of grading in student teaching? (Check one.) 
_______ Yes, I am willing. 
No, I prefer A,B,C,D,F system. 
Name ______________________________________________ 
Student teaching center 
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First Letter to Cooperating Teachers 
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IOWA STATE 
Department of 
Home Economics Education 
166 MacKay Hall 
Ames, Iowa 5(K)1{) 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-6444 
DATE: July 30, 1971 
TO: Supervising Teacher for Home Economics Education, 
Iowa State University 
FROM: Dorothea Gienger 
SUBJECT: Student Teaching for fall quarter, 1971 
As a new school year is approaching, plans are being made for a new option 
to be used in the evaluation of student teachers. Based on our mutual 
experiences in recent years, we believe you will be interested with this 
plan and solicit your cooperation. 
Special arrangements have been made by the Department of Home Economics 
Education in cooperation with the College of Education to make a choice 
possible for student teachers during fall quarter to be graded on either a 
Satisfactory-Fail or letter grade (A,B,C) basis. Student teachers have 
been notified of this option and will be indicating their preferences 
within the next two weeks. We hope that most will select the Satisfactory-
Fail option. Prior to August 30, you will be notified of the decision(s) 
made by your student teacher(s). When your student teacher selects the 
Satisfactory-Fail option, her grade will be either "S" or "F". 
Since this option to do student teaching on the Satisfactory-Fail system is 
being introduced on an experimental basis, a study is being planned in an 
effort to provide information for use in continuing to improve the student 
teaching experience. Your cooperation will be appreciated as we work 
together in this new venture. 
We are planning a meeting of cooperating teachers to be held Thursday, 
August 12, following the noon luncheon in the Terrace Room, Hotel Savery, 
Des Moines, Iowa. At that time. Dr. Ruth Hughes, who becomes head. Home 
Economics Education Department on August 1, will meet with us. We shall 
plan to discuss a number of aspects of student teaching including the trial 
of the Satisfactory-Fail grading system. 
I am looking forward to seeing you in Des Moines. 
mh 
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Letter to High School Principals 
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IOWA STATE 
UNIVERSITY 
Department of 
Home Economics Education 
166 MacKay Hall 
Ames. Iowa 5()()1() 
Telephone 515-294-6444 
July 30, 1971 
Mr. Jim Smith, Principal 
Central High School 
Anytown, Iowa 
Dear Mr. Smith; 
We are looking forward to working with you this fall in relation to student 
teaching being done by Home Economics Education majors. As a part of our 
continuous effort to improve our teacher education program, special 
arrangements have been made for a change in the system of grading student 
teaching for fall quarter. 
In cooperating with the College of Education, the Home Economics Education 
Department will offer the student teachers a choice of being graded on a 
Satisfactory-Fail basis or on the usual lettered grade (A,B,C) basis. We 
hope that most of the student teachers fall quarter will select the Satis­
factory-Fail option. Students who happen to be doing student teaching 
later in the year will not be given this option. 
We shall be notifying the cooperating teachers of this plan by letter and 
hope to meet with them at some time when all or most of them will be in Des 
Moines for the Vocational Education Teachers Conference. 
Since this option to do student teaching on the Satisfactory-Fail system is 
being introduced on an experimental basis, a study is being planned in an 
effort to obtain information that will be needed in evaluating the merits 
of this different grading system for student teaching. It is anticipated 
that the study will involve our obtaining from the cooperating teacher and 
student teachers some judgments regarding the student teaching experiences 
and, in some of the student teaching centers, audio-recording about two of 
the class sessions taught by the student teacher and around three of the 
conferences between the cooperating teacher and student teacher. 
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Will you please indicate on the enclosed postal card lAether it will be 
satisfactory with you for us to request the cooperating teacher to assist 
with our study of the Satisfactory-Fail grading system for student teach­
ing. Your cooperating is appreciated. If you have any questions, we shall 
be glad to try to answer them. 
Sincerely yours. 
Dr. Ruth P. Hu^es, Head 
Home Economics Education Department 
Dr. Wallace Schloerke, Coordinator 
Student Teaching 
mh 
Enclosure 
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Letter to Student Teachers Concerning Data Collection 
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I O W A  S T A T E  U N I V E R S I T Y  
O F  S C I E N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  
Ames, Iowa 60010 
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS 
OFFICE OF THE OCAN 
To: Code Number 
From: Barbara Clawson, Eva Fields, Marguerite Scruggs 
Re: Plans for Study Fall Quarter 
The letter which you received the first part of August explained that a 
study was being planned for fall quarter in relation to the use of the two 
grading systems for H. Ed. 407. The purpose of this letter is to give you 
more details about the study including plans for the collection of the data. 
Your help is needed in the collection of the two kinds of data which are 
described below. Both types of information are to be tape recorded. 
Data Collection 
A. Teaching 
What? Tape record two class sessions taught by you. 
When? One near the beginning and one near the end of one of the units 
you teach, preferably one at least three or four weeks in length. 
The first session (SessionA) should be taped within two weeks 
after you start teaching. You may wish to discuss the unit to 
select for the taping with your cooperating teacher. 
Methodfs) of Teaching 
The method(s) of teaching for the classes which are recorded 
should include discussion involving pupil-teacher interaction 
for at least 30 minutes of the session. Record the entire ses­
sion. 
Practice Taping 
You are encouraged to record a class session prior to the one to 
be recorded as Session A. This will provide an opportunity for 
pupils as well as you to get accustomed to the recorder. Please 
check the quality of the recording so that you can make any 
needed adjustments when you record Session A. 
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Before Taping 
At least the day before you plan to tape the class, give your 
cooperating teacher a copy of the lesson plan for the class to 
be taped. There are no specifications for format or degree of 
detail; use whatever you and your cooperating teacher have 
agreed upon. The only request is that you include behavioral 
objectives, learning activities, and generalizations. 
After Taping 
Fill out the enclosed "Information Form for Class Tapes" and 
give it and the tape to your cooperating teacher for mailing. 
Conferences 
What? Tape record three of the conferences held with your cooperating 
teacher as indicated below. 
When? Conference A - the first regularly scheduled conference with 
your cooperating teacher soon after Session A is taught. 
Conference B - the first regularly scheduled conference with 
your cooperating teacher soon after Session B is taught. 
Conference C - conference with your cooperating teacher held 
near the end of the student teaching period to evaluate the 
total student teaching experience. 
After Taping 
Record the date of the conference on the tape container. Give 
the tape to the cooperating teacher who will return it to us. 
General Information 
Your cooperating teacher is aware that you are being asked to 
record the lessons and conferences, but we would like for you to 
assume the major responsibility for the recording. The tapes 
are being furnished by the researchers and have been mailed to 
your student teaching center. Tapes have been identified with 
your code number, which is at the beginning of this letter, and 
with a "T" for recording the teaching of the class sessions and 
a "C" for recording the conferences. In centers to which two 
student teachers have been assigned, be sure to check the code 
numbers on the tapes before using them. The reason for identi­
fying the tapes with code numbers is to enable the researchers 
to work with the information anonymously. 
Some general directions for taping are enclosed with this let­
ter; additional specific directions may need to be obtained from 
someone at your center. After you have recorded the class ses­
sions and conferences for the study, play back the first few 
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minutes of the tapes to be sure the recorder was working. Be 
careful to avoid erasing the tape, however.' 
For those of you who are in centers where independent study is 
used totally and the class does not meet as a group, please 
record your conversations with a number of students (equivalent 
in length to one class period) at the beginning and end of their 
work in a particular unit. 
If you have any questions, discuss them with your cooperating 
teacher. We hope to visit as many of the centers as possible 
during the quarter and are looking forward to seeing you at that 
time. Best wishes to you as you begin your student teaching 
experience. 
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I O W A  S T A T E  U N I V E R S I T Y  
O F  S C I E N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  
Ames, Iowa 50010 
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS 
OFFICE or THC OCAN 
To; Cooperating Teachers, Fall Quarter 
From: Barbara Claws on, Eva Fields, Marguerite Scruggs 
Re: Plans for Study 
We appreciated talking with you in Des Moines about plans for the study of 
student teaching fall and winter quarter under the two different systems of 
grading. We also are most appreciative of your interest in assisting with 
the study. Without your assistance, the study could not be conducted, of 
course. 
As indicated at the meeting in Des Moines, the general procedures for 
H. Ed. 407, Supervised Teaching in Home Economics, remain the same; the 
only change is that some student teachers will be graded on a Satisfactory-
Fail basis. The goal of student teaching, to help each student teacher 
reach her potential, remains the same. 
Data Collection 
The following data are to be collected for each student teacher fall quar­
ter. 
A. Teaching 
1. Tape record two class sessions taught by the student teacher, one 
(Session A) near the beginning of a unit and one (Session B) near the 
end of the same unit. Preferably the two recorded sessions are to be 
at least three to four weeks apart. If possible. Session A should be 
taped within the first two weeks after the student teacher begins 
teaching. The method(s) of teaching for the lessons recorded should be 
discussed or some method which involves pupil-teacher interaction for 
at least 30 minutes. IHie entire class period, however, is to be 
recorded. 
The term, unit, in a comprehensive homemaking class may be thought 
of as the length of time devoted to a subject matter area, such as fam­
ily relations. In a semester course, a unit may be considered as the 
length of time given to one of the major topics covered in the course. 
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Because of budgetary considerations, the tapes being provided will 
require that both sides be used to record an entire class session. 
Will you assume responsibility for turning the tape over at the appro­
priate time during the recording of the class? It would be easy for 
the student teacher to forget to do this when she is involved in teach­
ing. 
The student teacher is encouraged to tape a class session some time 
before the taping to be recorded for the study to provide an opportunity 
for both the students and student teacher to become accustomed to being 
taped. This practice taping would enable you to check the effective­
ness of the recording procedure. No additional tapes are being pro­
vided since the same tape can be used for both the practice and the 
actual recording. Some general suggestions for taping are given on the 
enclosed form; additional specific instructions if needed for your 
recorder may be obtained from the instruction guide or someone in your 
school who is familiar with the recorder. 
2. Obtain a copy of the student teacher's lesson plan prior to the 
class session. There are no specifications for format or degree of 
detail; this is up to you and your student teacher. Do check, however, 
that the plan contains behavioral objectives, learning activities, and 
generalizations. 
3. Give the lesson plan, tape, and the "Information Form for Class 
Tapes," which the student teacher will fill out, to the college super­
visor if she is scheduled to visit within a week of the taping OR if 
she is not scheduled to visit during that time, mail the lesson plan, 
form, and tape to: Barbara Clawson, 3110 Buchanan, Iowa State Univer­
sity, Ames, Iowa 50010. 
Two self-addressed envelopes are enclosed in which to mail the les­
son plans and forms. A record will be kept of the amount you spend for 
postage, and you will be reimbursed winter quarter when the study is 
completed. We hope this plan for reimbursement will be satsifactory. 
The tapes may be returned in brown envelopes or wrapped in brown 
•paper, whichever is more convenient. 
B. Conferences 
Tape record three of the conferences held with the student teacher 
as indicated below: 
1. Conference A-the first regularly scheduled conference with the stu­
dent teacher soon after Session A is taught (and recorded). 
2. Conference B-the first regularly scheduled conference with the stu­
dent teacher soon after Session B is taught (and recorded). 
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3. Conference C-conference with the student teacher near the end of 
the student teaching period, the conference at which you evaluate the 
total student teaching experience. 
Record the date that the conference is held on the tape container 
before mailing it to Barbara Clawson. 
Mail the tapes for Conference and Conference B along with the 
tapes for Session A and Session B as directed in A. 3. above. 
Mail the tapes for Conference C as soon as possible after it is 
recorded following the instructions in A. 3. above. 
C. Questionnaire 
A questionnaire asking for your reactions to a number of items will 
be mailed to you at the end of the student teaching block of time. 
Directions for responding to the questionnaire and returning it will be 
given at that time. 
You should be receiving the tapes in the mail within the next few days. 
Five tapes are being furnished so a different one can be used for each les­
son and each conference. The tapes are labeled with the student teacher's 
code number and identified by a "T" if it is to be used for recording the 
teaching of the class sessions and a "C" for the conferences. 
If you have any questions about the teaching tapes, call Barbara Clawson 
collect at 294-5004. If there is no answer, call Dr. Scruggs at 294-5982 
and she will contact Barbara. If there are questions about the conferences, 
call Mrs. Eva Fields at 294-6245 or Dr. Scruggs if there is no answer at 
Eva's number. 
We enjoyed the brief meeting with you in Des Moines and are looking forward 
to working with you. Best wishes for a successful school year. 
Her Choice of 
Student Teacher Method of Grading Code Number 
Enclosures: Copy of letter to student teachers 
Information Form on Recording 
Self-addressed Envelopes 
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I O W A  S T A T E  U N I V E R S I T Y  
O F  S C I E N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  
Ames, Iowa 50010 
COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS 
orncK OP THc DCAN 
October 22, 1971 
To; Cooperating Teachers 
From: Barbara Clawson, Eva Fields, Marguerite Scruggs, Ruth Hughes 
Re; Data Collection from Cooperating Teachers 
Your cooperation in helping the student teachers with the taping of the 
classes and conferences has been appreciated. Data collection is proceed­
ing smoothly, and the credit for this goes to you. 
The letter you received from us in the fall mentioned that you would be 
asked for some information at the end of the student teaching period. That 
time has now arrived, and the instruments are enclosed. They consist of 
three parts; Part I is designed to provide an opportunity for you to react 
to the student teaching experience. Part II asks for an evaluation of your 
student teacher's performance, and Part III requests your beliefs concern­
ing the individual supervisory conference. 
Please fill in your student teacher's code nimiber, which is given below, in 
the blank on the first page of each instrument. Parts I and II need to be 
filled out for each student teacher. If you had two student teachers, two 
sets of instruments are enclosed. It is, however, necessary to fill out 
Part III only once. 
A self-addressed stamped envlope is enclosed for your use in returning the 
instruments. Please return by Wednesday, November 10th. 
Student Teacher Code Number 
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APPENDIX B; THE BLUMBERG SYSTEM OF SUPERVISOR-TEACHER INTERACTION 
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Ground Rules for the Slumberg System 
of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction^ 
The question of reliability of observations is one of continuing con­
cern. The issue is whether or not, when two people are tallying the same 
interaction, they hear the same things. It is possible to train people to 
be highly reliable in their recording, but a good bit of practice is needed. 
Here are some ground rules that are helpful to follows; 
1. View each act as a response to the last act of the other person or 
as an anticipation of the next act of the other. The point is 
that we are dealing with sequentially related behavior and not 
that which occurs in isolation. Operationally, this means that 
interaction is recorded from the point of view of the recipient of 
the behavior, not the giver. This is so because we are interested 
in recording the effects of behavior, not the intentions of the 
person behaving. 
2. Difficulty is apt to arise in differentiating behavior in the fol­
lowing categories: 1 and 2, 6 and 7, 8, 9, and 10, and 13 and 14. 
(In the latter three categories problems arise when the person who 
is recording is not sure whether or not the teacher's behavior is 
agreement on a positive level or compliance.) In such cases the 
ground rule is, after replaying the sequence to understand the 
context, choose the lower numbered category of those that are in 
question. In other words, if it is in doubt whether a behavior is 
a 6 or a 7, choose 6. 
Blumberg, Arthur. A system for analyzing supervisor-teacher interac­
tion. Unpublished dittoed manuscript, Syracuse University, 1970. pp. 6-7. 
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If more than one category occurs during the three second interval, 
then all categories used in that interval are recorded; conversely, 
record each change in category. If no change occurs in three sec­
onds, repeat the previous category number. 
The use of "Ooh-h" or "Hum" by itself is taken to be encouragement 
and is in category 1. When "Uh-huh" is followed by a rephrasing 
or use of the teacher's idea it is in category 3. 
Start and end the tallying with a "15" - silence. This is done 
for two reasons. First, it is assumed that the conference begins 
and ends in silence. Second, by including the "15" it is possible 
to insure that the total number of tallies in the rows and columns 
of the matrix will balance. 
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Recording Sheet 
Recorder Date 
Code No. Tape No. No. Minutes 
Title of 
Lesson Discussed 
10 11 12 13 14 15 
10 11 12 13 14 15 
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Transferring the Tallies to a_ Matrix^ 
This system, similar to Flanders, makes use of a matrix onto which 
pairs of tallies are transferred in order to analyze and interpret the 
interaction in a meaningful way. The only difference between the mechanics 
of the two systems is that this one makes use of a 15 x 15 cell matrix 
whereas the Flanders matrix is 10 x 10. Otherwise, the procedure is 
exactly the same. It involves considering the tallies in pairs, because 
this indicated the sequence of behavior, and finding the appropriate cell 
in the matrix to insert the tally. This is done by thinking of the first 
number in a pair as the "row" number and the second as the "column" number. 
The appropriate cell is that where the row and the column meet. 
In order to clarify this procedure, a brief part of a supervisory 
interview will be repeated below, tallied, and then put on a matrix. The 
situation involves a principal in conference with a third grade teacher a 
day after having observed a reading lesson. The conference begins: 
Principal; "I'd like to discuss with you briefly the two reading 
groups I observed yesterday." 
A 5 is recorded, giving or orientation. 
Teacher; "Uh huh." 
A 13 is recorded. Teacher agrees with orientation. 
Principal; "The first group was your top group. Is that right?" 
Record a 5 and a 4. 
Teacher: "That's right." 
Record a 12. 
Principal; "And there are seven children there but altogether you 
have how many?" 
Record a 5 and a 4. 
Teacher" "Nine." 
Record a 12. 
Blumberg, Arthur. A system for analyzing supervisor-teacher inter­
action. Unpublished dittoed manuscript. Syracuse University, 1970. pp. 
8-11. 
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Principal: "Nine." 
Record a 3. 
Teacher: "Uh-.huh." 
Record a 12. 
Principal: "I know the time wasn't good—2:15...It's not a real good 
time to visit." 
Record two I's. 
Teacher; "Well, we were running a little late and..uh..we had just 
completed reading a story and with the questions along— 
page by page, and, uh, the summation was where you came 
in." 
Record four 12's. 
Principal: "I thought the session was good because. ..." 
Record a 2 and an 8. 
From this bit of interaction, the following sequence of numbers — 
each indicating a behavioral category — is tallied: 
5 
13 
5 
4 
12 
5 
4 
12 
3 
12 
1 
1 
12 
u) 
8 
Linking the pairs of tallies together, as has been done in the above 
example, is an operation that is undertaken after all the tallies have been 
made and, as has been noted, this linkage is performed in order to denote 
the sequence of interaction and to enable tallies to be put on the matrix. 
In order to help the reader understand how this is done, it will be helpful 
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to refer to the matrix on the following page as the process is explained. 
Note that the first pair of tallies in the interaction sequence is 5-13. 
The appropriate cell for this pair is found by going across row 5 until it 
intersects column 13. A "Hash" mark is put in this cell which means that 
there has been one behavioral sequence of the nature of 5-13. The next 
pair is 13-5. The same procedure is used to record this on the matrix and 
a mark is found in the row 13, column 5 cell. The complete sequence of 
interaction is thus recorded in Figure 1. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
T 
% 
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Figure 1 
Supervisor-Teacher Interaction Matrix 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 T 
1 1 
1 
1 
11 
11 1 
1 1 1 1 111 
-
1 
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STEADY STATE AREAS OF TIffi BLUMBERG SYSTEM OF 
SUPERVISOR-TEACHER INTERACTION 
Areas A, B. C. D, E and F are called "steady state" areas of behavior. 
A heavy concentration in any of these indicates that the supervisor is mak­
ing extended use of a particular kind of behavior. Such concentrations 
might be expressed as interactive "concerns" and can be interpreted as fol­
lows: 
A heavy loading in Indicates a "concern" for 
A. Building and maintaining inter­
personal relationships 
B. Utilization of the teacher's ideas 
C. Working on the informational-data 
level 
E. 
D. Working on the opinion data level 
Methodology and/or control 
F. Controlling the teacher's behavior 
Blumberg, Arthur & Cusick, Philip. Supervisor-teacher interaction; 
An analysis of verbal behavior. Paper presented at the American Educa­
tional Research Association, Minneapolis, Minn., 1970. p. 129. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
T 
7. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
Ik 
15 
T 
% 
No. 
I of 
n Discussed 
Supervisory Interview Interaction Matrix 
Tape No. No. Minutes Date 
12 3 I£L . 11 12 13 14 15 T 
A 
B 
E 
H 
K M 
A B C  D E F G H I  J K L M N O  T  
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THE BLUMBERG SYSTEM DATA ANALYSIS BY CATEGORY 
AND COMBINATION OF CATEGORIES^ 
All Cooperating Teacher Talk 
All Student Teacher Talk 
Silence and Confusion 
2 
Cooperating Teacher Talk/Student Teacher Talk (1-10/11-14) 
Cooperating Teacher Behavior 
Asking Information/Giving Information (4/5) 
Indirect Behavior/Direct Behavior (1,2,3,4,6,7/5,8,9,10) 
Positive Social Emotional Behavior/Negative Social Emotional Behavior 
(1,2/10) 
Asking Information, Opinions, Suggestions/Giving Information, Opinions, 
Suggestions (4,6,7/5,8,9) 
Asking Opinions/Giving Opinions (6/8) 
Asking Suggestions/Giving Suggestions (7/9) 
Interaction Time: Total Frequencies/20 
Student Teacher Behavior 
Giving Information/Asking Information (11/12) 
Positive Social Emotional Behavior/Negative Social Emotional Behavior 
(13/14) 
X 
Blumberg, Arthur & Cusick, Philip. Supervisor-teacher interaction: 
An analysis of verbal behavior. Paper presented at the American Educa­
tional Research Association, Minneapolis, Minn., 1970. pp. 130-131. 
2 
Parenthetical expressions in this analysis refer to a division of 
column totals. Thus (1-10/11-14) means the sum of columns 1-10 divided by 
the sum of columns 11-14. 
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APPENDIX C; PERSONALITY AND DEMOGRAPHIC DATA FOR COOPERATING 
TEACHERS AND STUDENT TEACHERS 
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PERSONAL DATA SHEET FOR COOPERATING TEACHERS 
Fall Code Number(s) 
Winter Code Number(s) 
Please read each item and respond as instructed. Your answers will be kept 
confidential and will be used only for the purposes of the study. No one will 
be identified by name or school and results will be reported by groups, not 
by individuals. Code numbers of student teachers serve only as a means for 
identifying and coding data. 
A. Prior to the 1971-72 school year, how many years have you been employed 
as a teacher of home economics at the junior high or senior high school 
levels? 
years 
B. In what year did you receive your bachelor's degree? 
19 
C. Do you hold a master's degree? Check one. 
yes* 
D. 
E. 
*IF "YES": 
po (Go to Item F) 
In what year did you receive your master's degree? 
19 
How many credits do you have beyond the master's 
degree? (Please indicate both semester and quarter 
credits if you have them.) (Respond, then go to 
Item G.) 
no credits 
semester credits 
quarter credits 
F. How many credits do you have beyond the bachelor's degree? 
no credits 
semester credits 
quarter credits 
PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE 
179 
In what year did you take your last college course? 
19 
Have you had courses in guidance or supervision at the graduate 
level? 
yes Supervision 
no Supervision 
yes Guidance 
no Guidance 
How would you evaluate your overall formal training for serving 
as a cooperating teacher? 
Superior 
Excellent 
Average 
Below Average 
Poor 
Prior to the 1971-72 school year, how long have you been supervising 
student teachers in home economics education? 
years. 
Prior to the 1971-72 school year, how many student teachers have you 
supervised? 
student teachers 
Prior to the 1971-72 school year, how many years have you been 
employed as a teacher of home economics at the present school? 
years 
What is your level of job satisfaction? 
Highly Satisfying 
Moderately satisfying 
Somewhat satisfying 
Entirely unsatisfying 
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PERSONAL DATA SHEET FOR STUDENT TEACHERS 
Code Number 
1. Subject Matter Concentration 
2. CGPA Before Student Teaching 
3. Grade in H. Ec. 406 
4. Grade in H. Ec. 407 
5. Grade in H. Ec. 410 
6. Grade in H. Ec. 417 
7. Composite Score on the Minnesota 
Counseling Inventory 
a. Social Relations 
b. Family Relations — 
c. Emotional Relations 
d. Conformity 
e. Reality 
f. Mood . 
g. Leadership 
8. Composite Score on the Just Suppose 
Inventory 
Attitude toward 
a. parents 
b. different size communities 
c. broken homes and where mother 
works 
d. foreign bom 
e. people with different educational 
backgrounds 
f. low-income groups 
g. different religion 
h. middle- and upper-class groups 
1. school community with low IQ, 
delinquent studens and disin­
terested parents 
j. families of the laboring class 
k, particular ethnic group 
1. a three generation family living 
in one home 
^Scores from this item were used in this study. 
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APPENDIX D: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INDIVIDUAL 
SUPERVISORY CONFERENCE INSTRUMENTS 
182 STUDENT TEAŒER CODE NO. 
THE INDIVIDUAL SUPERVISORY CONFERENCE 
The Cooperating Teacher 
Part III 
Please complete the following items in order to esq^ress your beliefs 
and experiences regarding the individual supervisory conferences. 
Your responses will be kept confidential. 
1. The purposes of the individual supervisory conference are 
2. The role of the cooperating teacher in the individual supervisory 
conference includes 
3. The role of the student teacher in the individual supervisory 
conference includes 
4. During the individual supervisory conferences the following 
problems were encountered: 
5. As a result of the individual supervisory conferences the 
student teacher seemed to 
183 CODE NO. 
THE INDIVIDUAl SUPERVISORY CONFERENCE 
The Student Teacher 
Part III 
Please complete the following items in order to express your beliefs 
and experiences regarding the individual supervisory conferences 
during student teaching. Your responses will be kept confidential. 
1. The purposes of the individual supervisory conference are 
2. The role of the cooperating teacher in the individual supervisory 
conference includes 
3. The role of the student teacher in the individual supervisory 
conference includes 
4. The items discussed during the individual supervisory conferences 
that were of most value to me were 
5. During the individual supervisory conferences the following 
problems were encountered: 
6. The method (A-F or S-F) (please circle the one that applies) 
that was used to evaluate student teaching caused the individual 
supervisory conferences to be 
7. The individual supervisory conferences could have been made 
more meaningful if 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE INDIVIDUAL SUPERVISORY CONFERENCE PERCEIVED 
IMPORTANT BY COOPERATING TEACHERS AND STUDENT TEACHERS 
Response Categories 
I. PURPOSES. The purposes of the individual supervisory conference are 
A. to establish rapport 
B. to evaluate student teaching 
C. ^ to give encouragement, support, praise 
D. to discuss plans and problems 
E. to give guidance (information, opinions, suggestions, criti­
cism, ask and answer questions) 
F. to evaluate the cooperating teacher 
G. to relate theory to practice 
H. response not applicable 
II. ROLE OF THE COOPERATING TEACHER. The role of the cooperating teacher 
in the individual supervisory conference includes 
A. establishing rapport 
B. facilitating evaluation 
C. giving encouragement, support, praise 
D. giving guidance (information, opinions, suggestions, criticism) 
E. asking information, opinions, suggestions 
F. collecting data for conference 
G. planning conference 
H- leading discussion 
I. response not applicable 
III. ROLE OF THE STUDENT TEACHER. The role of the student teacher in the 
individual supervisory conference includes 
A. establishing rapport 
B. self-evaluation 
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C. seeking guidance (information, opinions, suggestions, criti­
cism) 
" D. giving information, suggestions, opinions 
E. accepting suggestions 
F. _____ leading the discussion 
G. response not applicable 
PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED. During the individual supervisory conferences, 
the following problems were encountered: 
A. Inadequate physical arrangements 
B. Inadequate conference techniques 
C. Inadequate preparation of student teacher 
D. Inadequate experience of cooperating teacher 
E. Personal characteristics of student teacher 
F. Inadequate relationships established 
G. Recording conference 
H. No problems encountered 
I. Response not applicable 
CONTENT. The items discussed during the individual supervisory confer­
ences that were of most value to me were 
A. personal characteristics 
B- teaching methods and techniques 
C- lesson plans 
D. classroom atmosphere and management 
E- school policies 
F. philosophy of teaching 
G. future plans 
H. response not applicable 
186 
VI. RESULTS OF THE CONFERENCE. As a result of the individual supervisory 
conferences, the student teacher seemed to 
A. _____ improve personal characteristics 
B- become discouraged and depressed 
C. improve in evaluating self 
D. establish positive relationships 
E. establish negative relationships 
F. improve performance 
G. show no improvement 
H. response not applicable 
VII. EFFECTS OF METHOD OF GRADING. The method A-F or S-F (please circle the 
one that applies) that was used to evaluate student teaching 
caused the individual supervisory conference to be 
A. affected positively 
B. affected negatively 
C. no different 
D. response not applicable 
VIII. IMPROVEMENTS. The individual supervisory conferences could have been 
more meaningful if 
A. physical arrangements were better 
B. _____ conference techniques were better 
C. relationship was more open 
D. grading was different 
E. taping was not necessary 
F. they were no different 
G. response not applicable 
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APPENDIX E: THE CONFERENCE CONTENT ANALYSIS INSTRUMENT 
A SUMMARY OF CATEGORIES FOR CONFERENCE CONTENT ANALYSIS 
188 
The following outline vlll help define or describe the categories used in 
assessing the content of the individual supervisory conference between the cooper­
ating teacher and student teacher. The conference content tally sheet has directions 
for recording the content. 
1. Personal Qualities 
a. Physical (Appearance, dress, voice, health, etc.) 
b. Personality (Motivation, patience, cooperation, emotional stability, etc.) 
c. Expressions (Oral and written) 
d. Professional attitude 
2. Lesson Plans 
a. Timing 
b. Objectives 
c. Concepts and generalizations 
d. Learning activities 
e. Evaluation procedures 
3. Teaching Strategies 
a. Structuring of subject matter 
(1) Goal setting 
(2) Concept development and generalizations 
(3) Knowledge bases 
(4) Repetition of content 
b. Needs and interests of individual students 
c. Methods and techniques 
(1) Teaching skills 
(2) Teaching aids 
4. Classroom Atmosphere and Management 
a. Physical conditions 
b. Psychological climate 
(1) Rapport with students 
(2) Rapport with cooperating teacher 
c. Routine procedures 
d. Record keeping 
5. Community Experiences 
a. Home visits and relations with parents 
b. Work with adults 
c. Attending coanunlty activities 
6. Faculty and Non-Teaching Staff Relationship 
a. Rapport with other teachers and administrators 
b. Rapport with non-teaching staff 
7. Co-curricular Activities 
a. Future Homemakers of America and other related school organizations 
for students 
b. Athletics 
8. Professional Goals 
a. Future plans 
b. Professional organizations 
c. Philosophy of education 
9. School and Community Orientation 
a. Philosophy of School 
b. School policies (Grading, dress codes for students and teachers, etc.) 
c. Resources 
d. Physical plant 
a. School organizations (P.T.A., etc.) 
10. Student Teaching Orientation 
a. Requirements and E3q>eetations 
b. Evaluation procedures (self-evaluation, grading system) 
c. Confarenc* procedures 
11. Other 
a. Interruptions 
b. Silence of confusion 
c. Irrelevant topics 
L90 
CONFERGNCC CONTl-NT TALLY SHEUT 
Observer Date 
Code No. Tape No. No. Minutes 
Title of Lesson Final 
{•Evaluated Conference 
Directions: Every three seconds, mark a tally in the cell of the category that is 
being mentioned. If more than one category is mentioned during the three second 
interval, then record a tally in each category mentioned in that interval; conversely, 
record a tally for each category change. If no change occurs in three seconds, keep 
tally in the cell of the previous category. (Record five tallies per cell). 
1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8 9  1 0  1 1  T  %  
1. PERSONAL QUALITIES 
2. LESSON PLANS 
3. TEACHING STRATEGIES 
CLASSROOM 
4. MANAGEMENT 
COMMUNITY 
5. EXPERIENCES 
FACULTY 
6. RELATIONSHIP 
EXTRACURRICULAR 
7. ACTIVITIES 
PROFESSIONAL 
8. GOALS 
SCHOOL & COMMUNITY 
9. ORIENTATION 
STUDENT TEACHING 
10. ORIENTATION 
11. OTHER 1 1 
TOTAL 
T % 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
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CONFERENCE CONTENT ANALYSIS 
AIDS IN DIFFERENTIATING AMONG CATEGORIES 
In categorizing content of the individual supervisory conference topics 
should be considered in context. The category to nark depends on \jhat has 
transpired before. After becoming familiar with the categories of the confer­
ence content instrument and after listening to a conference tape the observer is 
likely to have difficulty in some of the more subtle distinctions required 
in categorizing. The guidelines that follow are to help the observer in making 
these distinctions. 
The categories are likely to be difficult to differentiate between are (1) 
Category 2, Lesson Plans and Category 3, Teaching Strategies; (2) Category 3, 
Teaching Strategies (behavior of students) and Category 4, Classroom Atmosphere 
and Management (rapport with students); and (3) Category 10 and any other specific 
category, ecpecially Categories 3 and 4. 
Category 2» Lesson Plans, versus Category 3, Teaching Strategies ; Although Cate­
gories 2 <md 3 are based on each other it is important to remexhber that Category 
2 has to do with mental or written plans for teaching whereas Category 3 involves 
the is^lementation of the plans. Category 2 involves vbat is done before or after 
teaching (without the presence) of students. Category 3 involves use of the plan 
in teaching students (interaction). 
Category 2* Teaching Strategies (student behavior) and Category 4, Classroom Atmos­
phere and Management (rapport with students). It is very difficult to distinguish 
between behavior of students during the teaching process and the general behavior 
of the student in relation to the «hole classroom atmosphere. If, generally, the 
behavior is not directly involved with the process of teaching of the lesson, 
depending on what has transpired before, the tally goes in Category 4. When it 
is evident that the individual student behavior is directly a result of the teaching 
strategy used, then the tally goes in Category 3. 
Category 10, Student Teaching Orientation, and other specific categories, especially 
Categories 3 and 4: In introducing or sunmarizing the conference the cooperating 
teacher or student teacher may make a global statement about the student teaching 
performance. In this case the tally goes in Category 10. When specific topics 
are mentioned and dwelled upon then the tally goes in the category that is being 
mentioned. Even though it may be a global evaluation and the observer notes 
different categories being mentiomed, then each category concerned should be 
tallied. 
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APPENDIX F; SUGGESTIONS FOR ASSIGNING OADES 
IN STUDENT TEACHING 
FALL MEETING OF COOPERATING TEACHERS 
193 
Home Economics Education 
Iowa State University 
Memorial Union The Gaillery 
Monday, September 27, 1971 
Suggestions for Assigning Grades in Student Teaching 
1. "A" should be reserved for those students who really have 
attained a superior level of performance. These students should 
have many outstanding qualities, not more than one or two 
liabilities of any consequence, and no liability of major 
consequence. These are the students whom we judge as ready 
to do successful work immediately in almost any situation. 
2. "B" should be given those who have attained an effective level 
of performance, and who have more major competences than liabilities. 
3. "C" should be the grade for those who display about the same 
number of weaknesses as strengths. Their major liabilities would 
be few and major competences would also be few. They are 
neither strong nor are they weak enough to be a serious risk. 
4. "D" should be reserved for those students vrtio clearly are not 
ready for certification and must be required to take another 
term or semester to bring their competency up to an acceptable 
level. 
5. "F" may be reserved for those rare individuals who have been 
unwilling to accept advice to transfer out of the teaching 
curriculum, and who are obviously and unquestionably not safe 
risks to direct the learning of children. The judgment of 
several people should sulways be secured in making this decision. 
Adapted from Guiding Your Student Teacher by Curtis and Andrews, 
Chapter 13, "Evaluating Student Growth". 
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APPENDIX G; ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE AND MEAN SCORES 
FROM THE BLUMBERG SYSTEM (SIX COOPERATING 
TEACHERS) 
195 
Ace a or Combination of Categories from the Bltimberg 
System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction 
Variable Number Area or Combination of Categories 
1. Building and maintaining interpersonal relationships 
(Area A) 
2. Utilization of student teacher's ideas (Area B) 
3. Working on the informational-data level (Area C) 
4. Working on the opinion data level (Area D) 
5. Methodology and/or control (Area E) 
6. Controlling student teachers' behavior (Area F) 
7. Cooperating teacher talk 
8. Student teacher talk 
9. Silence and confusion 
10. Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher talk 
11. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information 
12. -Cooperating teacher; indirect/direct behavior 
13. Cooperating teacher: positive/negative social emotional 
behavior^ 
14. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving information, opin­
ions, suggestions 
15. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving opinions 
16. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving suggestions^ 
17. Interaction time 
18. Student teacher: asking/giving information^ 
19. Student teacher: positive/negative behavior^ 
^Usable data did not exist for this variable. 
Table 24 
Analysis of Variance: The Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher 
Interaction (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Conference variable^ 
Source df 
Area 
1 
A Area 
2 
B Area 
3 
C 
MS F MSb F MSb F 
Method of grading (A) 1 .2836 28.08** 7.62 .29 68.41 5.52* 
Cooperating teacher (B) 5 .1503 14.88** 55.16 2.06 67.85 5.48* 
AxB 5 .0231 2.29 13.23 .49 7.18 .58 
Error (a) 12 .0101 26.73 12.39 
Conference (C) 2 .0333 5.52* 25.59 .42 1.29 .79 
AxC 2 .0181 2.99 20.74 .34 19.45 11.91** 
BxC 10 .0186 3.08* 33.00 .54 4.25 2.60 
AxBxC 10 .0113 1.86 16.91 .27 1.08 . 66 
Error (b) 24 .0060 61.71 1.632 
^Usable data did not exist for variables 13, 16, 18, and 19. 
Each mean square has been multiplied by 1,000. 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
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a 
Conference variable 
Area 
4 
D Area 
5 
E Area 
6 
F 
7 8 
MSb F MS" F MS" F MSb F MSb F 
29.76 2.55 8.09 .59 61.42 3. 63 1.064 .08 2,392 16 
24.05 2.06 21.93 1.59 103.19 6. 10** 60.396 4. 78* 46.68 3. ,15* 
8.23 .71 8.57 .62 31.57 1. 87 40.193 3. 18* 42.18 2. 85 
11.66 13.81 16.90 12.630 14.81 
39.65 3.11 9.44 1.56 64.85 2. 54 5.587 1. 74 8.207 2. 59 
3.31 .26 11.92 1.96 83.40 3. 26 .174 05 .487 15 
11-64 .91 8.33 1.37 31.57 1. 24 11.967 3. 73** 1.287 3. 57** 
17.29 .36 6.57 1.08 29.92 1. 17 2.432 757 2.767 88 
12.76 6.07 25.55 3.212 3.164 
Table 24 (Continued) 
Conference variable 
Source df 
9 10 11 
MS F MS F MS F 
Method of grading (A) 1 .2648 .69 .459 .97 .0474 1.92 
Cooperating teacher (B) 5 3.2167 8.32** 2.125 4.49* .0311 1.26 
AxB 5 .2806 .73 1.798 3.8 .0317 1.28 
Error (a) 12 .3864 .473 .0247 
Conference (C) 2 .3684 5.42* .367 2.67 .0423 .04 
AxC 2 .0811 1.19 ..024 .17 .0150 .42 
BxC 10 .0836 1.23 .565 4.11** .0115 .09 
AxBxC 10 .1013 1.49 .105 .76 .0063 .59 
Error (b) 24 .0680 .136 .0106 
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Conference variable 
12 14 15 17 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
1.3498 15.02** .3331 19.63** .3701 .98 188.28 8.95* 
.1744 1.94 .05831 3.44* .3585 .95 587.93 27.9** 
.0983 1.09 .02940 1.73 .2329 .62 51.78 2.46 
.0899 .01697 .3763 21.05 
.0742 1.29 .02161 1.08 .04472 .16 1781.23 27.92** 
.1957 3.39 .03777 1.88 .2722 .96 260.09 4.08* 
.0298 .50 .01818 .90 .4772 1.68 123.66 1.94 
.0243 .42 .01323 .66 .3145 1.11 70.56 1.11 
.0585 .02011 .2834 63.80 
Table 25 
Mean Scores by Grading System by Cooperating Teacher from the 
Blumberg System (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean scores 
Conference variables^ 
Cooper- Area A Area B Area C Area D Area E 
ating 1 2 3 4 5 
teacher S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F 
1 .237 .107 .442 .269 .544 .524 .497 .448 .544 .576 
2 .083 .409 .362 .431 .673 .713 .538 .506 .501 .653 
3 .362 .375 .361 .499 .611 .567 .529 .539 .586 .616 
4 .197 .018 .362 .320 .627 .631 .519 .375 .615 .613 
5 .051 .259 .332 .499 .792 .751 .559 .470 .562 .615 
6 .107 .188 .319 .408 .605 .596 .436 .454 .532 .668 
^Usable data did not exist for variables 13, 16, 18, and 19. 
^There is a significant difference beyond the .05 level. 
^This score is expressed in minutes. 
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Mean scores 
Conference variables^ 
Area F , 
6 7 8 9 10 
S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F 
.254 .267 .402 .523 -578 .444 .019 .032 .729 1.276 
.0 .0 .476 .706 .521 .278 .003 .016 .952 2.749 
.233 .0 .482 .643 .459 .347 .059 .010 1.06 1.929 
.153 .083 .531 .532 .451 .435 .018 .034 1.292 1.293 
.0 .0 .590 .533 .406 .452 .004 .014 1.591 1.276 
.083 .083 .417 .581 .546 .407 .037 .012 .776 1.515 
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Table 25 (Continued) 
Mean scores 
Conference variables 
ating 11 12 14 15 17^ 
Cooper­
teacher S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F 
1 .298 .237 .803 .898 .477 .373 .909 1-191 33.1 23.3 
2 .149 .084 .484 .476 .219 .191 .733 .873 31.9 11.9 
3 .330 .173 .778 .861 .387 .413 1.035 .905 33.6 25.7 
4 .179 .164 .457 .342 .237 .193 .566 -687 34.9 23.3 
5 .096 .169 .309 .455 .129 .229 .574 1.054 35.7 21.1 
6 .138 .218 .557 .537 .242 .216 1-219 .686 31,7 32.3 
Table 26 
Mean Scores by Grading System by Time of Conference from the Blumberg 
System of Supervisor-Teacher Interaction (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean scores 
Conference 
S-F A-F 
Area or combination of categories 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1. Building and maintaining interpersonal 
relationships (Area A) .268 .195 .324 .143 .123 .143 
2. Utilization of student teacher's ideas 
(Area B) .342 .424 .417 .365 .336 .419 
.3. Working on the information-data level 
(Area C) .579* .593* .644* .692* .665* .644* 
4. Working on the opinion data level 
(Area D) .509 .463 .556 .491 .426 .491 
5. Methodology and/or control (Area E) .571 .551 .617 .629 .584 .589 
6. Controlling student teachers' behavior 
(Area F) .042 .100 .235 .035 .125 .042 
7. Cooperating teacher talk .542 .521 .552 .528 .517 .547 
8. Student teacher talk .435 .457 .421 .457 .464 .427 
9. Silence and confusion .023 .021 .027 .015 .019 .026 
10. Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher 
talk 1.464 1.311 1.575 1.236 1.205 1.430 
11. Cooperating teacher; asking/giving infor­
mation .234 .224 .179 .144 .154 .184 
12. Cooperating teacher; direct/indirect 
behavior .844 .745 .561 .428 .410 .489 
^There is a significant difference beyond the .01 level. 
Table 26 (Continued) 
Mean scores 
Conference 
Area or combination of categories 1 
S-F 
2 3 1 
A-F 
2 3 
13. Cooperating teacher: positive/negative 
social emotional behavior^ 
14. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving infor­
mation, opinions, suggestions .386 .380 .263 .203 .202 .219 
15. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving opin­
ions 1.044 .997 .782 .705 .823 .866 
16. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving sug­
gestions^ 2 d d d d cJ 
17. Interaction time 17.717 22.127 39.900 27.273 25.856 36.317 
18. Student teacher: asking/giving informa­
tion 
19. Student teacher; positive/negative behav­
ior^ 
^Usable data for this variable did not exist. 
""This score is expressed in minutes. 
^There is a significant difference beyond the .05 level. 
Table 27 
Mean Score by Cooperating Teacher by Time of Conference 
from the Blumberg System (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Variable 1 
Cooper- Mean scores' 
ating Conference 
teacher 1^ 2 
Variable 2 
Mean scores 
Conference 
Variable 3 
Mean scores 
Conference 
1 .195 .062 .077 .208 .224 .382 .577 .579 .713 
2 .355 .183 .359 .483 .333 .489 .722 .600 .625 
3 .147 .060 .029 .484 .329 .302 .547 .577 .718 
4 .196 .259 .265 .514 .301 .349 .734 .647 .549 
5 .309 .065 .094 .514 .332 .357 .633 .577 .767 
6 .450 .261 .219 .399 .387 .521 .739 .576 .570 
Usable data did not exist for variables 13, 16, 18, and 19. 
^There is a significant difference byond the .05 level. 
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Conference Conference Conference 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3  
.505 .444 .579 .612 .619 .589 .188 0.0 0.0 
.413 .528 .532 .593 .524 .661 0.0 .042 0.0 
.444 .334 .512 .502 .577 .456 .125 .300 0.0 
.518 .466 .393 .643 .572 .653 0.0 .125 .125 
.576 .457 .555 .624 .586 .549 0.298 .225 0.0 
.533 -454 .566 .666 .581 .612 0.0 .307 0.0 
Table 27 (Continued) 
Cooper­
ating 
teacher 
Variable 7^ 
Mean scores 
Variable 8*^ 
Mean scores 
Variable 9 
Mean scores 
Conference Conference Conference 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 .505 .524 .484 .479 .449 .513 .157 .266 .275 
2 .608 .436 .652 .378 .517 .341 .014 .047 .071 
3 .428 .566 .494 .550 .404 .503 .022 .029 .003 
4 .550 .462 .616 .436 .499 .372 .013 .039 .013 
5 .466 .492 .623 .514 .465 .374 .019 .043 .042 
6 .700 .451 .569 .281 .491 .419 .019 .0 .013 
^There is a significant difference beyond the .01 level. 
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Variable 10^ Variable 11 Variable 12 
Mean scores Mean scores Mean scores 
Conference Conference Conference 
1.191 1.22 .978 
1.83 .862 2.014 
.873 1.490 1.015 
1.476 .941 1.751 
.967 1.142 1.821 
2.727 .957 1.402 
.228 .209 .174 
.137 .248 .138 
.288 .207 .120 
.130 .245 .143 
.201 .186 .074 
.113 .209 .306 
-672 ,771 .508 
.533 .671 .664 
.735 .593 .375 
.432 .668 .662 
.482 .494 .307 
.432 .664 .771 
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Table 27 (Continued) 
Variable 14 Variable 15 Variable 17 
Cooper- Mean scores Mean scores Mean scores 
ating Conference Conference Conference 
t e a c h e r  1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3  
1 .369 .364 .258 .809 1.44 .819 23.98 15.54 29.79 
2 .219 .281 .278 .939 .660 .576 13.48 28.25 23.94 
3 .453 .261 .147 .869 .692 .589 21.91 23.16 32.79 
4 .263 .322 .299 1.275 1.088 .945 12.05 28.59 25.45 
5 .248 .224 .118 .536 .682 .551 56.01 31.18 38.73 
6 .147 .341 .368 .676 1.632 .866 24.06 41.09 37.59 
This score is expressed in minutes. 
Table 28 
Mean Scores by Grading System by Cooperating Teacher by Time of Conference 
from the Blumberg System (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Variable 1 Mean Scores^ 
Cooper- Conference 
ating 
teacher 
S-F A-F 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 .234 .106 .083 .438 .252 .494 
2 .063 .096 .049 .225 .448 .289 
3 .415 .119 .116 .564 .387 .341 
4 .157 .019 .071 .273 .115 .225 
5 .232 .024 .010 .167 .070 .240 
6 .202 .012 .071 .337 .136 .985 
Usable data did not exist for variables 13, 16, 18, and 19. 
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Variable 2 Mean Scores Variable 3 Mean Scores 
Conference Conference 
S-F A-F S-F A-F 
.250 .167 .326 
.475 .292 .430 
.600 .351 .330 
.167 .281 .438 
.492 .367 .174 
.429 .312 .384 
.500 .333 .473 
.528 .375 .442 
.265 .375 .583 
.467 .333 .507 
.500 .228 .258 
.533 .399 .459 
.501 .508 .635 
.506 .514 .623 
.626 .549 .753 
.652 .649 .792 
.589 .641 .804 
.639 .603 .779 
.687 .586 .562 
.708 .658 .539 
.743 .588 .601 
.758 .614 .688 
.760 .635 .559 
.736 .565 .539 
Table 28 (Continued) 
Variable 4 Mean Scores 
Cooper- Conference 
ating S-F A-F 
teacher 12 3 12 3 
1 .447 .471 .531 .450 .603 .556 
2 .413 .451 .461 .518 .435 .502 
3 .632 .423 .622 .550 .551 .561 
4 .564 .417 .627 .375 .454 .508 
5 .475 .217 .561 .519 .497 .284 
6 .521 .492 .487 .517 .357 .571 
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Variable 5 Mean Scores Variable 6 Mean Scores 
Conference Conference 
S-F A-F S-F A-F 
1 2 3  1 2 3  1 2 3  1 2 3  
.564 .555 .534 
.438 -572 .476 
.631 .602 .493 
.661 .684 .644 
.566 .583 .437 
.617 .571 .607 
.656 .498 .616 
.617 .586 .617 
.688 .672 .616 
.531 .549 .707 
.669 .558 .689 
.644 .489 .607 
.250 0 0 
0 .350 0 
.512 .450 0 
0 .125 0 
0 .250 .250 
.250 .083 0 
0 0 0 
0 .250 0 
0 0 .448 
0 0 .083 
0 0 0 
0 0 .167 
Table 28 (Continued) 
Variable 7 Mean Scores 
Cooper- Conference 
ating S-F A-F 
teacher 12 3 12 3 
1 .453 .534 .419 .686 .462 .695 
2 .354 .521 .466 .664 .482 . .642 
3 .397 .514 .543 .767 .501 .590 
4 .556 .514 .548 .530 .409 .608 
5 .502 .611 .522 .437 .442 .589 
6 .543 .469 .700 .633 .401 .547 
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Variable 8 Mean Scores Variable 9 Mean Scores 
Conference Conference 
S-F A-F S-F A-F 
1 2 3  1 2 3  1 2 3  1 2 3  
.532 .438 .579 .294 .469 .299 .014 .028 .020 .020 .068 .005 
.624 .452 .529 .318 .475 .345 .022 .027 .004 .018 .043 .013 
.578 .444 .454 .222 .431 .398 .024 .041 .003 .011 .069 .012 
.425 .460 .448 .462 .564 .383 .017 .025 .004 .073 .027 .009 
.476 .357 .476 .554 .522 .398 .022 .033 .002 .009 .035 .013 
.449 .487 .294 .339 .551 .439 .016 .044 .005 .027 .048 .013 
Table 28 (Continued) 
Variable 10 Mean Scores 
Cooper- Conference 
ating S-F A-F 
teacher 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 .894 1.291 .734 2.52 .986 2.370 
2 .594 1.259 .902 2.155 1.021 1.934 
3 .700 1.279 1.221 • 3.580 1.186 1.485 
4 1.489 1.152 1.222 1.158 .738 1.658 
5 1.153 1.721 1.129 .797 .862 1.568 
6 1.233 1.006 2.421 1.873 .729 1.320 
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Variable 11 Mean Scores Variable 12 Mean Scores 
Conference Conference 
S-F A-F S-F A-F 
.241 .289 .232 .128 .365 .148 
.428 .219 .133 .058 .369 .134 
.226 .205 .084 .066 .257 .238 
.215 .129 .116 .145 .130 .127 
.147 .195 .107 .203 .121 .152 
-177 .167 .064 .160 .163 .375 
.832 1.209 .669 .595 .762 .997 
1.006 .854 .434 .473 .884 .817 
.569 .629 .348 .361 .688 .768 
.512 .332 .345 .471 .579 .330 
.463 .333 .316 .392 .452 .507 
.395 .360 .266 .503 .639 .774 
Table 28 (Continued) 
Variable 14 Mean Scores 
Cooper- Conference 
ating S-F A-F 
teacher 12 3 12 3 
1 .429 .552 .347 .235 .340 .422 
2 .684 .326 .152 .257 .434 .428 
3 .318 .242 .160 .082 .388 .390 
4 .309 .177 .169 .205 .221 .133 
5 .222 .197 .142 .269 .210 .169 
6 .177 .206 .076 .213 .295 .346 
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Variable 15 Mean Scores 
Conference 
S-F A-F 
.885 1.938 1.013 1.283 .466 .678 
1.063 1.016 .289 1.233 1.207 1.175 
.781 .619 .894 .103 1.430 .862 
.734 .948 .625 .597 .854 .474 
.675 .369 .889 1.316 .969 .714 
.291 .744 .207 1.248 1.833 .870 
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Table 28 (Continued) 
Variable 17 Mean Scores 
Cooper- Conference 
ating S-F A-F 
teacher 12 3 12 3 
1 19.50 9.40 26.23 8.65 23.60 18.93 
2 19.30, 21.41 34.45 10.45 27.25 19.90 
3 60.35 39.13 34.95 16.70 49.98 38.30 
4 28.48 21.68 33.35 18.30 32.89 28.95 
5 24.53 24.90 31.13 13.65 29.94 31.0 
6 51.68 23.23 42.50 31.43 32.20 36.88 
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APPENDIX H: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE AND MEAN SCORES 
FROM THE CONFERENCE CONTENT ANALYSIS (SIX 
COOPERATING TEACHERS) 
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Variable Number 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6.  
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
Conference Content Analysis 
Category 
Personal qualities 
Lesson plans 
Teaching strategies 
Classroom management 
Community experiences 
Faculty relationship 
Extracurricular activities 
Professional goals 
School and community orientation 
Student teaching orientation 
Other 
Table 29 
Analysis of Variance: Conference Content Categories 
(Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean score 
Category 
Source df 
1 2 3 
MSa F MSa F MSa F 
System of grading (A) 1 2.922 1.395 .112 .023 .036 0019 
Cooperating teacher (B) 5 8.702 4.16* 9.364 1.99 56.249 2, 88 
AxB 5 3.542 1.69 11.177 2.38 4.321 22 
Error (a) 12 2.094 4.693 19.561 
Time of conference (C) 2 29.727 13.15** .550 .262 75.916 64. 659** 
AxC 2 9.82 4.20* .547 .260 55.479 4. 73* 
BxC 10 6.82 2.74* 5.229 2.49* 22.276 1. 89 
AxBxC 10 2.614 1-16 4.744 2.26* 10.041 86 
Error (b) 24 2.261 2.104 11.741 
^ach mean square has been multiplied by 1000. 
*<.05. 
**<.01. 
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Mean score 
Category 
4 5 6 7 8 
MS* F MS* F MS* F MS* F MS® F 
2.434 .40 1.728 4.15 .771 .78 .055 .50 .161 .22 
33.682 5.55** .719 1.73 .813 .82 .096 .88 1.944 2.70 
2.307 .38 .222 .53 .879 .89 .119 1.09 3.419 4.75* 
6.061 .417 .990 .109 -719 
28.256 6.89** 6.578 22.71** 8.088 11.641** .175 1.61 5.917 16.77** 
6.449 1.57 -554 1.91 2.606 3.75* .055 .51 .155 .44 
5.158 1.26 .720 2.49* .954 1.37 .095 .88 .509 1.45 
3.476 .85 .273 .94 .365 .53 .119 1.09 .816 2.31 
4.099 .289 .695 .109 .353 
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Table 29 (Continued) 
Mean score 
Category 
Source df 
9 10 11 
MS* F MSa F MS F 
System of grading (A) 1 .643 1.89 .078 .05 2.073 1. ,13 
Cooperating teacher (B) 5 .213 .63 35.439 24.97** 8.881 4. 86* 
AxB 5 .278 .82 5.207 3.66* 3.567 1. 95 
Error (a) 12 .339 1.419 1.829 
Time of conference (C) 2 .235 .51 76.388 23.99** 1.011 1. 20 
AxC 2 .057 .12 1.464 .46 .424 50 
BxC 10 .387 .84 14.490 4.55** .498 59 
AxBxC 10 .341 .74 5.873 1.85 .446 53 
Error (b) 24 .460 31.839 .842 
/ 
226 
Table 30 
Mean Scores by Grading System from the Conference 
Content Analysis (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean scores 
S-F A-F 
1. Personal qualities .059 .047 
2. Lesson plans .105 .108 
3. Teaching strategies .523 .521 
4. Classroom management .124 .113 
5. Community experiences .008 .018 
6. Faculty relationship .017 .010 
7. Extracurricular activities .002 .001 
8. Professional goals .014 .017 
9. School and community orientation .005 .011 
10. Student teaching orientation .121 .123 
11. Other .022 .033 
Table 31 
Mean Scores by Grading System by Cooperating Teacher from the 
Conference Content Analysis (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Cooper- Category 
ating 
teacher 
1 2 3 4 5 
S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F 
1 .052 .022 .098 .065 .509 .639 .189 .097 .0 .004 
2 .044 .134 .013 .087 .523 .526 .056 .098 .003 .014 
3 .069 .036 .016 .093 .390 .548 .090 .215 .013 .013 
4 .042 .064 .016 .059 .457 .615 .144 .077 .008 .0 
5 .012 .075 .141 .151 .520 .533 .059 .128 .026 .024 
6 .046 .042 .062 .074 .452 .549 .087 .178 .022 .024 
Î 
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Category 
6 7 8 9 10 11 
S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F 
.015 .008 .0 .0 .007 .007 .013 .005 .099 .126 .017 .028 
.020 .035 .0 .0 .045 .006 .0 .0 .181 .094 .003 .006 
.014 .009 .014 .0 .008 .008 .007 .004 .015 .071 .076 .003 
.011 .0 .0 .0 .029 .0 .005 .009 .119 .076 .026 .101 
.0 .015 .0 .003 .0 .007 .002 .0 .213 .050 .009 .014 
.001 .035 .0 .002 .064 .0 .015 .018 .208 .072 .042 .006 
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Table 32 
Mean Scores by Grading System by Time of Conference from the 
Conference Content Analysis (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
1 
S-F 
2 
Mean 
3 
score 
1 
A-F 
2 3 
1. Personal qualities .035 .021 .122 .037 .038 .065 
2. Lesson plans .097 .111 .107 .109 .113 .100 
3. Teaching strategies .671 .634 .261 .603 .589 .371 
4. Classroom management .071 .132 .169 .097. .104 .136 
5. Community experiences .001 .001 .021 .007 .004 .042 
6. Faculty relationship .0 .001 .005 .0 .011 .019 
7. Extracurricular activities .0 .0 .007 .0 .0 .002 
8. Professional goals .0 .007 .033 .009 .009 .033 
9. School and community orientation .005 .002 .008 .001 .007 .012 
10. Student teaching orientation .101 .069 .192 .101 .088 .179 
11. Other .019 .020 .027 .021 .039 .039 
Table 33 
Mean Scores by Cooperating Teacher by Time of Conference from the 
Conference Content Analysis (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Category 
Cooper- 1 2 3 4 
ating Time of conference 
teacher 123123123123 
1 .014 .020 .021 .097 .066 .127 .591 .766 .624 .179 .024 .069 
2 .099 .027 .036 .120 .150 .061 .654 .521 .666 .041 .051 .014 
3 .016 .082 .0 .144 .031 .120 .589 .609 .729 .161 .899 .032 
4 .019 .043 .017 .165 .128 .084 .647 .521 .573 .104 .090 .220 
5 .110 .026 .063 .144 .089 .152 .268 .505 .212 .159 .138 .073 
6 .195 .102 .064 .071 .061 .105 .288 .221 .408 .194 .126 .227 
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Category 
5 6 7 8 
Time of conference 
1  2 3  1 2 3  1 2 3 1 2 3  
.0 .0 .009 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .013 .0 .0 .001 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .026 .0 
.0 .0 .0 .0 .004 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .004 .018 
.0 .015 .0 .0 .0 .033 .0 .0 .0 .0 .024 .0 
.012 .005 .036 .038 .009 .030 .0 .0 .0 .055 .007 .049 
.057 .025 .055 .075 .022 .032 .004 .022 .002 .019 .056 .012 
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Table 33 (Continued) 
Category 
Cooper- 9 10 
ating Time of conference 
teacher 123123123 
1 .0 .013 .022 .097 .079 .124 .022 .033 .006 
2 .0 .018 .003 .077 .139 .090 .008 .053 .001 
3 .0 .002 .006 .073 .085 .086 .017 -084 .007 
4 .0 .001 .017 .058 .121 .051 .007 .057 .005 
5 .027 .005 .0 .159 .138 .380 .026 .077 .004 
6 .0 .015 .014 .081 .283 .073 .015 .067 .008 
Table 34 
Mean Scores by Grading System by Cooperating Teacher by Time of Conference 
from the Content Analysis (Six Cooperating Teachers) 
Cooper- Variable 1 
ating S-F A-F 
teacher 12 3 12 3 
1 .003 .032 .039 .086 .019 .031 
2 .0 .015 .0 .038 .063 .009 
3 .153 .019 .092 .277 .124 .068 
4 .025 .009 .002 .112 .035 .041 
5 .033 .149 .0 .0 .023 .024 
6 .068 .032 .034 .113 .079 .061 
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Variable 2 Variable 3 
S-F A-F S-F A-F 
.099 .064 .071 
.094 .023 .136 
.101 .109 .168 
.094 .067 .184 
.194 .041 .104 
.187 .069 .137 
.089 .227 .033 
.122 .201 .093 
.486 .063 .153 
.152 .073 .089 
.20& .056 .074 
.094 .059 .057 
.619 .785 .719 
.623 .722 .713 
.286 .410 .137 
.563 .747 .527 
.557 .497 .746 
.251 .600 .287 
.687 .562 .651 
.665 .472 .613 
.227 .137 .379 
.622 .481 .680 
.629 .571 .532 
.349 .305 .437 
/ 
Table 34 (Continued) 
Cooper- Variable 4 
ating S-F A-F 
teacher 12 3 12 3 
1 ,144 .018 .021 .030 .033 .180 
2 .223 .104 .036 .090 .123 .215 
3 .199 .168 .111 .173 .116 .251 
4 .213 .029 .116 .052 .068 .106 
5 .099 .094 .029 .117 .058 .226 
6 .120 .109 .035 .215 .136 .204 
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S-F A-F S-F A-F 
1 2 3  1 2 3  1 2 3  1 2 3  
.0 .0 ,0 .0 .003 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 .0 .0 .007 .0 .0 .007 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .011 .009 .041 .029 .038 .044 .018 .061 .105 .042 .028 
.0 .0 .017 .0 . .024 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .001 .0 
.0 .0 .0 .0 .022 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .068 
.024 .0 .622 .073 .021 .072 .033 .0 .0 .045 .003 .037 
Table 34 (Continued) 
Cooper- Variable 7 
ating S-F A-F 
teacher 12 3 12 3 
1  . 0  . 0  . 0  . 0  . 0  . 0  
2  . 0  . 0  . 0  . 0  . 0  . 0  
3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .043 .0 
4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
6 .0 .0 .0 .008 .0 .005 
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S-F A-F S-F A-F 
1 2 3  1 2 3  1 2 3  1 2 3  
.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .021 .007 
.0 .007 .036 .0 .0 .0 .0 .005 .0 .0 .001 .006 
.022 .015 .099 .019 .023 .024 .039 .009 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 .0 .0 .053 .0 .0 .026 .044 ,0 .015 .0 
.0 .0 .0 .0 .049 .0 .0 .0 .013 .0 .0 .027 
.087 .0 -0 .020 .089 .0 .015 .0 .0 .0 .029 .027 
Table 34 (Continued) 
Cooper- Variable 10 
ating S-F A-F 
teacher 12 3 12 3 
1 .110 .085 .149 .101 .068 .098 
2 .052 .095 .072 .076 .064 .058 
3 .136 .201 .323 .105 .332 .056 
4 .084 .076 .099 .054 .021 .083 
5 .093 .075 .101 .039 .177 .044 
6 .183 .076 .439 .057 .235 .086 
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Variable 11 
S-F A-F 
.023 .019 .001 
.009 .024 .006 
.020 .040 .001 
.021 .046 .011 
.024 .144 .008 
.033 .114 .008 
.007 .067 .0 
.009 .069 .006 
.003 .091 .005-
.009 .039 .001 
.005 .045 .005 
.026 .043 .011 
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APPENDIX I: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE AND MEAN SCORES 
FROM THE BLUMBERG SYSTEM (16 COOPERATING 
TEACHERS) 
Table 35 
Analysis of Variance: The Blumberg System of Supervisor-Teacher 
Interaction (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Conference variable^ 
Area A Area B Area C 
1 2 3 
Source df MS F MS F MS") F 
System of grading (A) 1 .244 20. 20** .042 3. 45 24. 91 6. ,87* 
Cooperating teacher (B) 15 .133 10. 99** .151 12. .29** 37. 50 10, 34** 
Time of conference (C) 2 .058 4. ,82* .041 3, .30 10. 23 2. ,82 
AxB 15 .018 1. 47 .013 1. ,06 7. 22 1. ,99 
AxC 2 .004 .327 .014 1. ,16 17. 32 4. 78* 
BxC 30 .017 1. ,42 .015 1. ,21 3. 60 99 
AxBxC (error) 30 .012 .012 3. 63 
^Usable data did not exist for variables 13, 16, 18, and 19. 
^Each mean square has been multiplied by 1000. 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
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Conference variable^ 
Area D Area E Area F 
7 8 4 5 6 
MS F MS") F MS F MSb F MSb F 
.012 .44 .282 .062 .022 .757 4.86 1.82 10.44 3.38 
.054 1.99 49.95 11.06** .246 8.37** 41.21 15.44** 37.81 12.23** 
.018 .67 .465 .103 .065 2.22 7.14 2.68 5.52 1.79 
.043 1.58 10.22 2.26* .043 1.45 13.19 4.95* 16.01 5.18** 
.012 .46 4.46 .99 .047 1.61 1.55 .58 2.68 .87 
.038 1.39 5.26 1.17 .041 1.38 5.69 2.14* 5.46 1.77 
.027 4.52 .029 2.67 3.09 
Table 35 (Continued) 
Conference variable 
Source df 
9 10 11 
MSb F MS F MS F 
System of grading (A) 1 1.05 10. 27** .401 2 .  93 .123 12.97** 
Cooperating teacher (B) 15 1.08 10. 53** 2.43 17. 69** .037 3.94** 
Time of conference (C) 2 .142 1. 38 .531 3. 88* .021 2.19 
AxB 15 .310 3. 02* .801 5. 84** .020 2.11* 
AxC 2 .169 1. 65 .129 95 .021 2.23 
BxC 30 .101 • 98 .419 3. 05 .008 .842 
AxBxC (error) 30 .103 .137 .009 
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Conference variable 
12 14 15 17 
MS F MS F MS F MS F 
.686 23.39** .198 14.33** .560 1.17 25.5 .29 
.233 7.96* .059 4.25** 1.247 2.59* 457.8 5.32** 
.003 .104 .051 3.74* .281 .58 2229.0 25.88** 
.092 3.12** -026 1.87 .473 .98 65.2 .76 
.097 3.32* .024 1.75 .329 .69 85.9 .99 
.057 1.96* .009 .68 .435 .91 84.2 .98 
.029 .014 .481 86.1 
Table 36 
Mean Scores by Grading System by Cooperating Teacher from the 
Blumberg System (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean scores 
Conference variables^ 
Cooper- Area AArea BArea CArea DArea 
ating 1 2 3 4 5 
teacher S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F 
1 .237 .107 .441 .269 .544 .524 .497 .448 .544 .576 
2 .291 .083 .477 .362 .643 .673 .327 .538 .626 .501 
3 .409 .362 .431 .361 .713 .611 .506 .529 .653 .585 
4 .375 .397 .499 .417 .567 .623 .539 .465 .616 .609 
5 .083 .072 .382 .249 .648 .522 .385 .189 .559 .603 
6 .089 .395 .241 .607 .712 .789 .509 .403 .585 .751 
7 .509 .395 .635 .637 .707 .726 .398 .489 -710 .728 
8 .511 .174 .675 .209 .703 .675 .679 .455 .795 .553 
9 .197 .018 .362 .320 .627 .631 .519 .375 .615 .613 
10 .091 .051 .368 .332 .693 .792 .481 .559 .647 .562 
11 .259 .107 .499 .319 .751 .605 .470 .436 .615 .532 
12 .188 .475 .408 .116 .596 .577 .454 .413 . 668 .424 
13 .089 .034 .372 .201 .674 .563 .472 .411 .636 .612 
14 .039 .376 .171 .627 .568 .781 .089 .190 .428 .804 
15 .258 -107 .733 .636 .781 .833 .679 .533 .821 .765 
16 .518 .067 .556 .201 .790 .634 .565 .354 .737 .573 
^Usable data did not exist for variables 13, 16, 18, and 19. 
^There is a significant difference beyond the .05 level. 
^There is a significant difference beyond the .01 level. 
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Mean scores 
Conference variables^ 
Area F 
6 7^ 8= 9% 10= 
S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F 
.254 .267 .402 .523 .578 .444 .019 .032 .729 1.276 
.167 .0 .624 .476 .365 .521 .011 .003 1.832 .952 
.0 .233 .706 .482 .278 .459 .016 .059 2.749 1.064 
.0 .0 .643 .549 .347 ,430 .010 .020 1.929 1.332 
.0 .048 .497 .566 .470 .393 .033 .042 1.070 1.490 
.0 .583 .715 .698 .256 .262 .028 .039 2.820 2.684 
.722 .238 .578 .513 .398 .438 .024 .049 1.526 1.199 
.256 .0 .516 .739 .456 .250 .028 .010 1.176 3.242 
.153 .083 .531 .532 .451 .435 .018 .034 1.292 1.293 
.0 .0 .530 .590 .463 .406 .007 .004 1.249 1.591 
.0 .083 .533 .417 .452 .546 .014 .037 1.276 .776 
.083 .0 .581 .496 .407 .497 .012 .007 1.515 1.014 
.0 .111 .500 .519 .475 .459 .025 .023 1.119 1.141 
.0 .413 .593 .715 .401 .259 .066 .026 1.573 3.014 
.495 .111 .625 .433 .351 .548 .024 .019 1.782 .850 
.747 .0 .688 .717 .252 .278 .060 .004 2.752 2.766 
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Table 36 (Continued) 
Mean scores 
Conference variables • 
Cooper-
ating 11 12^ 14 15 17 
teacher S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F 
1 .298 .237 .803 .898 .477 .373 .909 1.91 33.1 23.3 
2 .074 .149 .557 .484 .112 .219 .237 .732 33.6 31.9 
3 .084 .330 .476 .778 .191 .387 .873 1.035 11.9 33.6 
4 .174 .115 .861 .718 .414 .244 .905 .718 25.7 11.3 
5 .066 .259 .317 .354 .115 .205 .426 .433 29.6 35.5 
6 .058 .061 .262 .546 .075 .090 .357 .159 36.4 46.5 
7 .285 .494 .653 1.153 .208 .317 .266 .368 36.8 33.9 
8 .103 .075 .905 .189 .540 .087 1.218 .285 28.7 46.9 
9 .179 .164 .457 .342 .236 .193 .566 .687 34.9 23.3 
10 .096 .096 .533 .309 .159 .129 .416 ..574 30.8 35.7 
11 .169 .138 .455 .557 .229 .242 1.054 1.219 21.2 31.7 
12 .218 .086 .537 .780 .216 .264 .686 1.626 32.3 11.3 
13 .078 .088 .563 .336 .264 .155 2.032 .841 24.2 32.7 
14 .031 .029 .344 .306 .030 .031 .058 .052 36.9 38.9 
15 .144 .096 .367 .901 .140 .105 .251 .279 23.0 44.8 
16 .058 .047 .212 .251 .159 .052 2.134 .083 20.6 40.4 
This score is expressed in minutes. 
Table 37 
Mean Score by Grading System by Time of Conference from the 
Blumberg System (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean scores 
Conference 
S-F A-F 
Area or combination of categories 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1. Building and maintaining interpersonal 
relationships (Area A) ,255 .248 .339 .149 .171 .219 
2. Utilization of student teacher's ideas 
(Area B) .419 .383 .490 .368 .387 .411 
3. Working on the information-data level 
(Area C) .635* .616* .695* .684* .685* .675* 
4. Working on the opinion data level 
(Area D) .459 .465 .456 .437 .481 .395 
5. Methodology and/or control (Area E) 
Controlling student teachers* behavior 
.621 .619 .634 .638 .636 .610 
6. 
(Area F) .137 .176 .205 .089 .230 .108 
7. Cooperating teacher talk .582 .553 .596 .563 .554 .570 
8. Student teacher talk .391 .421 .378 .420 .420 .412 
9. Silence and confusion .027 .026 .027 .017 .025 .018 
10. Cooperating teacher talk/student teacher -
talk 1.708 1.526 1.842 1.456 1.528 1.703 
11. Cooperating teacher; asking/giving infor­
mation .202 .214 .121 .100 .113 .109 
12. Cooperating teacher; indirect/direct 
.635* .675* .556* .422* .512* behavior .425* 
^There was a significant difference beyond the .05 level. 
Table 37 (Continued) 
Mean scores 
Conference 
Area or combination of categories 1 
S-F 
2 3 1 
A-F 
2 3 
13. Cooperating teacher: positive/negative 
social emotional behavior^ 
14. Cooperating teacher: asking/giving infor­
mation, opinions, suggestions .263 .315 .182 .156 .179 .152 
15. Cooperating teacher; asking/giving opin­
ions .668 .737 .492 .615 .894 .845 
16. Cooperating teacher; asking/giving sugges­
tions 
17. Interaction time 26.7 24.2 42.6 26.8 25.7 37.9 
18. Student teacher; asking/giving informa­
tion'' 
19. Student teacher: positive/negative behav-
iorb 
^Usable data did not exist for this variable. 
^This score is expressed in minutes. 
Table 38 
Mean Scores by Cooperating Teacher by Time of Conference 
from the Blumberg System (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 3 
Cooper- Mean scores Mean scores Mean scores^ 
ating Conference Conference Conference 
teacher 1231231 2 
1 .195 .062 .181 .208 .224 .381 .577 .579 .676 
2 .077 .356 .183 .382 .483 .333 .713 .722 .600 
3 .359 .502 .033 .489 .250 .286 .625 .584 .599 
4 .013 .069 .208 .226 .226 .619 .595 .650 .726 
5 .250 .167 .510 .733 .609 .607 .763 .778 .745 
6 .061 .147 .060 .241 .484 .329 .617 .547 .578 
7 .169 .029 .196 .449 .302 .514 .701 .718 .734 
8 .259 .264 .229 .301 .349 .064 .647 .549 .559 
9 .092 .083 .073 .447 .118 .203 .674 .517 .645 
10 .409 .298 .403 .534 .571 .633 .819 .690 .739 
11 .464 .174 .309 .658 .206 .514 .662 .628 .633 
12 .065 .221 .094 .332 .437 .357 .577 .626 .767 
13 .450 .261 .219 .399 .387 .521 .739 .576 .570 
14 .577 .133 .063 .485 .397 .331 .657 .711 .516 
15 .050 .539 .603 .189 .698 .747 .625 .809 .779 
16 .184 .569 .128 .667 .579 .169 .822 .833 .719 
Usable data did not exist for variables 13, 16, 18, and 19. 
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Variable 4 Variable 5 Variable 6 
Mean scores' Mean scores Mean scores 
Conference Conference Conference 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
.505 .444 .422 .612 .619 ,674 .188 .0 .250 
.579 .413 .528 .589 .593 .524 .0 .0 .417 
.532 .433 .534 .661 .537 .465 .0 .0 .0 
.367 .333 .271 .616 .539 .763 .0 .0 .333 
.379 .250 .637 .789 .755 .795 .707 .0 .292 
.536 .444 .334 .534 .502 .577 .0 .125 .300 
.411 .512 .518 .666 .456 .643 .0 .0 .0 
.466 .393 .356 .572 .653 .531 .125 .125 ,0 
.281 .368 .350 .727 .634 .504 .0 .167 ,0 
.619 . 668 .700 .787 .737 .731 .661 .806 ,524 
.617 .531 .576 .773 .555 .624 .423 .0 .298 
.457 .379 .554 .586 .569 .549 .225 .0 ,0 
.534 .454 .566 .666 .581 .662 ,0 .307 ,0 
.528 .471 .167 .481 .601 .572 .0 .298 .225 
.214 .0 .567 .476 .782 .770 .0 .0 .0 
.583 .613 .147 ,754 .729 .600 .0 .79 .0 
Table 38 (Continued) 
Variable 7 Variable 8 Variable 9 
Cooper- Mean scores Mean scores Mean scores 
ating Conference Conference Conference 
teacher 1 2.3 1 2 3 1 2 
1 .485 .524 .615 .479 .449 .369 .016 .027 .016 
2 .484 .608 .436 .513 .378 .517 .003 .014 .047 
3 .652 .498 .485 .341 .484 .496 .007 .018 .019 
4 .593 .686 .647 .379 .300 .316 .027 -014 .037 
5 .635 .520 .587 .343 .448 .369 .022 .032 .043 
6 .685 .428 .566 .308 .550 .404 .006 .022 .029 
7 .608 .494 .550 .384 .503 .436 .008 .003 .013 
8 .462 .616 .496 .499 .372 .485 .039 .013 .020 
9 .460 .479 .646 .506 .479 .340 .034 .042 .014 
10 .746 .547 .509 .219 .421 .450 .034 .032 .041 
11 .557 .691 .466 .385 .299 .514 .058 .009 .019 
12 .492 .508 .622 .465 .489 .374 .043 .003 .004 
13 .700 .451 .569 .280 .491 .419 .019 .058 .013 
14 .574 .551 .554 .423 .415 .419 .003 .034 .027 
15 .629 .727 .623 .345 .247 .359 .025 .026 .017 
16 .391 .662 .809 .581 .307 .185 .029 .031 .005 
^There is a significant difference at the .05 level. 
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Variable 10 Variable 11 Variable 12 
Mean scores Mean scores Mean scores 
Conference Conference Conference 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1.191 1.221 1.914 .228 .209 .091 .672 .771 .388 
.978 1.835 .862 .174 .137 .248 .508 .533 .671 
2.014 1.058 1.003 .138 .042 .091 -664 .884 .417 
1.584 2.545 2.104 .121 .027 .067 .233 .253 .665 
1.856 1.165 1.753 .368 .319 .074 .398 .654 .496 
2.235 .873 1.490 .038 .288 .207 .277 .735 .593 
1.623 1.015 1.476 .089 .120 .130 .470 .375 .432 
.942 1.751 1.031 .245 .143 .207 .668 .662 .520 
.938 1.002 2.099 .083 .324 .045 .602 .455 .343 
3.433 1.371 1.193 .014 .219 .332 .218 .646 1 .011 
1.814 2.382 .967 .105 .071 .201 .779 .267 .482 
1.143 1.085 1.821 .186 .075 .074 .495 .776 .307 
2.727 .957 1.402 .113 .209 .306 .432 .664 .771 
1.431 1.344 1.361 .053 ,043 .077 .843 .301 .346 
1.947 3.009 1.734 .064 .054 .057 .312 .395 .486 
.717 2.324 4.395 .233 .063 .028 1.416 .399 .116 
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Table 38 (Continued) 
Variable 14 Variable 15 Variable 17^ 
Cooper­ Mean scores Mean scores Mean scores 
ating Conference Conference Conference 
teacher 12 3 12 3 12 3 
1 .369 .364 .144 .809 1.442 .424 23.99 15.54 25.25 
2 .258 .219 .281 .819 .939 .659 29.79 13.48 28.25 
3 .278 .252 .173 .576 1.000 .844 23.94 9.85 26.73 
4 .136 .036 .103 .397 .059 .220 46.95 32.64 37.08 
5 .185 .225 .251 .235 .044 1.581 29.65 28.45 21.90 
6 .084 .453 .261 .216 .869 .692 35.00 21.91 23.16 
7 .127 .147 .263 .222 .589 1.275 25.99 32.79 12.05 
8 .322 .299 .263 1.088 .945 .539 28.59 25.45 7.05 
9 .333 .298 .065 2.679 .973 .509 20.16 18.95 36.75 
10 .031 .240 .209 .079 .365 .708 32.70 28.98 31.65 
11 .548 .096 .248 1.232 .285 .536 15.38 37.80 56.01 
12 .224 .014 .118 .682 .333 .551 31.18 45.34 38.73 
13 .147 .341 .368 .676 1.632 .866 24.07 41.09 37.59 
14 .247 .061 .104 1.976 .165 .540 17.03 33.86 36.38 
15 .058 .047 .096 .056 .018 .176 40.49 58.25 31.13 
16 .200 .249 .029 .219 2.215 .051 57.93 36.65 58.13 
c 
This score is expressed in minutes. 
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APPENDIX J: ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLE AND MEAN SCORES 
FROM THE CONFERENCE CONTENT ANALYSIS (16 
COOPERATING TEACHERS) 
Table 39 
Analysis of Variance; Conference Content Categories 
(16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Category 
1 2 
Source df MS^ F MS* F 
System of grading (A) 1 2.641 1.58 4.254 1.41 
Cooperating teacher (B) 15 5.441 3.26* 9.450 3.13* 
Time of conference (C) 2 45.555 27.26** 4.615 1.53 
AxB 15 18.704 1.12 5.555 1.84 
AxC 2 1.100 .66 1.392 .46 
BxC 30 3.167 1.89* 3.555 1.18 
AxBxC (error) 30 1.670 3.016 
^Each mean square has been multiplied by 1000. 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
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Category 
3 4 5 6 
MS F MS3 F MSS F MSa F 
.044 3.19 1.023 .272 ,046 .036 .112 .401 
.036 2.61* 8.664 2.31* 2,483 1.95 .317 1.140 
1.219 88.53** 49.137 13.08** 31,082 24.38** 5.313 19.11** 
.036 2.59* 6.858 1.83 .740 .58 .353 1.27 
.030 2.21 27.756 .739 .739 .58 .444 1.59 
.013 .913 62.543 1.67 1.878 1.47 .289 1.04 
.014 3.757 1.275 .278 
Table 39 (Continued) 
Category 
7 8 
Source df F 5^ F 
System of grading (A) 1 .429 2.64 .002 .010 
Cooperating teacher (B) 15 .956 5,86** .573 2 .88** 
Time of conference (C) 2 1.126 6.90* 4.261 21 .41** 
AxB 15 .595 3.65** .646 3 .25** 
AxC 2 .079 .488 .025 .128 
BxC 30 .335 2.06* .226 1 .14 
AxBxC (error) 30 .163 .199 
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Category 
10 11 
MS® F MS® F MS® 
.099 .522 3.379 
.358 1.89 10.646 
1.278 6.73** 89.628 
.215 1.14 2.858 
.432 2.28 5.622 
.388 2.04* 5.734 
.189 3.414 
.990 .228 1.23 
3.12* 2.022 10.90** 
26.25** .304 1.64 
.837 .845 4.55** 
1.65 .651 3.51* 
1.68 .235 1.27 
.186 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10. 
11. 
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Table 40 
Mean Scores by Grading System from the Conference Content 
Analysis (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean score 
S-F A-F 
Personal qualities .049 .039 
Lesson plans .088 .101 
Teaching strategies .520 .563 
Classroom management .113 .106 
Community experiences .022 .021 
Faculty relationship .010 .008 
Extracurricular activities .007 .003 
Professional goals .009 .009 
School and community orientation .009 .007 
Student teaching orientation .129 .117 
Other .022 .025 
Table 41 
Mean Scores by Grading System by Cooperating Teacher from the 
Conference Content Analysis (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean score 
Cooper- Category 
a ting 
teacher 
1 2 3a 4 5 
S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F S-F A-F 
1 .052 .022 .098 .065 .509 .639 .189 .097 .0 .004 
2 .020 .044 .062 .013 .640 .523 .067 .056 .024 .003 
3 .134 .069 .086 .164 .526 .390 .098 .090 .014 ,013 
4 .036 .0 .093 .026 .548 .693 .215 .069 .013 .052 
5 .025 .097 .023 .114 .499 .378 .144 .195 .008 .0 
6 .020 .067 .176 .047 .476 .252 .096 .149 .055 .055 
7 .036 .022 .072 .034 .704 .601 .086 .111 .002 .015 
8 .127 .015 .094 .013 .519 .429 .086 .055 .019 .083 
9 .042 .064 .158 .059 .457 .615 .144 .077 .008 .0 
10 .014 .012 .125 .141 .523 .520 .105 .059 .033 .026 
11 .075 .046 .151 .062 .533 .452 .128 .087 .024 .022 
12 .042 .035 .074 .116 .549 .624 .178 .051 .024 .016 
13 .013 .040 .053 .129 .630 .648 .035 .082 .046 .0 
14 .012 .036 .131 .063 .493 .679 .014 .083 .012 .072 
15 .104 .003 .021 .049 .528 .797 .022 .052 .0 .001 
16 .074 .007 .023 .060 .430 .535 .102 .158 .0 .050 
^There is a significant difference beyond the .05 level. 
^There is a significant difference beyond the .01 level. 
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Table 42 
Mean Scores by Grading System by Time of Conference from 
the Conference Content Analysis (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Mean score 
Category 1 
S-F 
2 3 1 
A-F 
2 3 
Personal qualities .024 .023 .099 .021 .019 .075 
Lesson plans .085 .079 .099 .114 .082 .107 
Teaching strategies .678 .607 .277 .649 .684 .357 
Classroom management .098 .093 .148 .088 .070 .161 
Community experience .002 .002 .064 .003 .009 .052 
Faculty relationship .0 .001 .028 .0 .005 .019 
Extracurricular activities .004 .002 .016 .001 .0 .008 
Professional goals .002 .003 .002 .004 .003 .002 
School and community orientation .006 .001 .019 .005 .005 .009 
Student teaching orientation 
Offer 
.079. 
.022 
.107 
.019 
.202 
.023® 
.097 
.019* 
.089, 
.033 
.167 
.023" 
^There is a significant difference beyond the .05 Level. 
Table 43 
Mean Scores by Cooperating Teacher by Time of Conference from 
the Conference Content Analysis (16 Cooperating Teachers) 
Category 
Cooper- 2 3 
ating Time of conference 
acher 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
1 .014 .020 .006 .097 - 066 .104 .591 .766 .729 
2 .021 .099 .027 .127 .120 .150 .624 .654 .521 
3 .036 .005 .007 .061 .077 .042 .666 .815 .729 
4 .005 .003 .034 .048 .241 .084 .736 .529 .659 
5 .022 .0 .048 .035 .029 .163 .705 .843 .585 
6 .014 .016 .082 .147 .144 .031 .468 .589 .609 
7 .0 .0 .019 .067 .120 .165 .796 .729 .647 
8 .043 .017 .005 .128 .084 .031 .521 .573 .742 
9 .019 .0 .006 .006 .181 .128 .654 .597 .701 
10 .0 .0 .017 .017 .093 .013 .465 .686 .774 
11 .117 .0 .111 .116 .054 .144 .557 .683 .268 
12 .026 .045 .063 .089 .109 .152 .505 .220 .212 
13 .195 .102 .065 .071 .061 .105 .288 .221 .408 
14 .042 .027 .201 .106 .066 .136 .419 .313 .205 
15 .039 .120 .188 .091 .064 .096 .224 .272 .457 
16 .020 .136 .019 .083 .202 .078 .479 .281 .296 
^There is a significant difference beyond the .05 level. 
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Category 
4 5 6 
Time of conference 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
.179 .023 .098 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.069 .041 .051 .009 .0 .013 .0 .0 .001 
.143 .029 .073 .0 .002 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.111 .090 .146 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.143 .067 .038 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.182 .161 .099 .011 .0 .0 .0 .0 .004 
.021 .032 .104 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.090 .220 .084 .015 .0 .005 .0 .034 .0 
.058 .012 .016 .0 .0 .003 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .214 .212 .0 .0 .009 .0 .0 .006 
.019 .041 .159 .0 .054 .012 .0 .007 .038 
.138 .139 .073 .005 .085 .036 .009 .013 .030 
.194 .126 .227 .057 .025 .055 .075 .022 .032 
.068 .139 .179 .097 .081 .0 .013 .008 .047 
.245 .202 .101 .097 .191 .003 .009 .026 .005 
.156 .225 .097 .014 .029 .136 .001 .011 .038 
Table 43 (Continued) 
Category 
Cooper- 7f 8 
ating Time of conference 
teacher 1 2 31 2 31 2 3 
1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .013 .0 
2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .026 .022 .0 .018 
3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .003 .0 .012 
4 .0 .002 .0 .0 .008 .008 .0 .0 .0 
5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .017 .0 .0 
6 .034 .0 .0 .006 .0 .004 .0 .0 .002 
7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .006 .0 
8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .001 .017 .0 
9 .0 .0 .0 .055 .007 .039 .0 .0 .0 
10 .0 .0 .0 .049 .019 .056 .0 .019 .0 
11 .0 .017 .0 .012 .0 .004 .0 .0 .027 
12 .0 .006 .0 .0 .010 .016 .005 .064 .0 
13 .004 .022 .002 .013 .009 .025 .0 .015 .014 
14 .061 .0 .0 .052 .004 . .0 .008 .064 .0 
15 .0 .001 .0 .010 .016 .013 .009 .0 .0 
16 .0 .0 .094 .009 .025 .052 .0 .0 .031 
268 
Category 
10 11 
Time of conference 
1 2 3 1 2 3 
.097 .079 .040 .022 .033 .023 
.124 .077 .139 .006 .008 .053 
.902 .039 .112 .001 .032 .023 
.074 .109 .058 .027 .016 .011 
.069 ,025 .146 .008 .035 .019 
.129 .073 .085 .011 .017 .084 
.089 .086 .058 .027 .007 .007 
.121 .051 .124 .057 .005 .010 
.200 .068 .120 .062 .029 .025 
.016 .062 .124 .002 .009 .037 
.153 .134 .159 .038 .010 .026 
.138 .278 .381 .077 .003 .004 
.081 .283 .073 .015 .067 .008 
.179 .258 .209 .007 .041 .023 
.241 .099 .128 .033 .008 .008 
.204 .082 .153 .032 .009 .006 
